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ABSTRACT 

Home relocation has far-reaching effects on both urban structure and 

individuals’ quality of life. While a large volume of studies have examined the 

determinants of home relocation, only limited attention has been paid to the 

outcomes of home relocation. Even less scholarly effort has been devoted to the 

impacts of home relocation on the movers in terms of change in their domain and 

life satisfaction. This study aims to explore this issue by focusing on the two 

following research questions: (1) has home relocation led to improvement in 

residential, travel and life satisfaction? (2) what contributes to the change in 

residential, travel and life satisfaction after move? 

Using a two-wave survey of residents who moved their homes in Beijing, this 

dissertation investigates the patterns of change in the movers’ residential, travel and 

life satisfaction and explores the determinants of change in satisfaction based on a 

series of multilevel SEM models. The specific variables applied to explain change in 

satisfaction after move are derived from the existing literature on residential, travel 

and life satisfaction. 

The results show a positive and significant increase in the average level of 

residential, travel and life satisfaction after move, suggesting that home relocation 

has significant and positive effects on the mover’s quality of life. The change in 

satisfaction after move is mainly determined by change in residential environment, 

change in travel conditions, motivations to move and some personal and household 

socioeconomics. Specifically, residential satisfaction change is mainly explained by 

housing tenure shift and change in the perceived neighborhood environment 

including physical design, safety, social composition, etc.. Travel satisfaction change 

is mainly predicted by change in daily travel patterns and perceived neighborhood 

environment. The objective indicators of change in neighborhood accessibility and 

walkability only exert marginal effects on travel satisfaction change. Life 

satisfaction change is mainly determined by change in perceived neighborhood 

environment and daily activity patterns, which influence life satisfaction change 
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both directly and indirectly through changes in residential and travel satisfaction. 

This dissertation not only enriches the literature of residential mobility and the 

wellbeing studies, but also has important implications for policy-makers to enhance 

residents’ quality of life. To fully interpret how home relocation influences the 

movers, more sophisticated surveys covering more life domains and longer time 

series are still needed in future studies. 

 

KEYWORDS: Residential satisfaction, Travel satisfaction, Life satisfaction, 

Subjective wellbeing, Home relocation, Beijing 
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CHAPTER 1  INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Research background 

Home relocation or residential relocation refers to the change of place for residence. It 

is usually of short distance and within the same city (Clark, 1982; Cadwallader, 1992; Alkay, 

2011). As a process of adjusting residential conditions according to one’s dynamic needs at 

different stages of life course, home relocation is quite common in human society. 

According to the American Housing Survey (AHS), around 15-17% of the population in the 

US moves every year (Kim, 2014). This rate is relatively lower in the Europe. For example, 

the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) shows that around 8% of the households in 

Great Britain relocate their dwellings each year (Coulter and van Ham, 2013); similarly, the 

longitudinal Satellite Spatial and Social Mobility of the Social Statistical Database (SSD) 

1999-2005 of Statistics Netherlands indicates that about 6.2% of the Dutch residents moved 

to a different address every year (de Groot et al., 2011). 

Home relocation has far-reaching impacts on both urban development and individual 

living conditions. First, intra-urban home relocation may lead to changes in both structure of 

urban space (e.g. Li and Siu, 2001; Kamaci, 2012) and housing market in a city (e.g. 

Crawford et al., 2013). Therefore, home relocation is central to understanding the 

restructuring (e.g. suburbanization) and social stratification (e.g. gentrification) of urban 

spaces (Li and Wu, 2004). Second, residential relocation is also a major life event for 

individuals (Frijters et al., 2011). On the one hand, since households usually take relocation 

as a chance to adjust housing consumption according to their needs, home relocation is 

usually associated with significant improvement in housing conditions and neighborhood 

quality. On the other hand, because housing is often the single most important item of 

consumption (Vera-Toscano and Ateca-Amestoy, 2008), in which households spend 

approximately 25% of their income (Clark and Dieleman, 1996), those moving to a newly 

purchased housing may have to bear heavy financial burdens and thus experience great 

changes in quality of life. 

Due to its importance for both urban development and individual life, home relocation 

has been extensively studied in the disciplines of geography, demography, economy and 

psychology (Dieleman, 2001). The existing literature has primarily focused on the 
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determinants, motivations and decision process of residential relocation (Quigley and 

Weinberg, 1977). The major research question of these studies is “why families move” 

(Rossi, 1955). The environmental factors, personal characteristics (esp. life-course events) 

and residential satisfaction are usually considered as the major predictors of home relocation. 

In comparison, only a limited number of studies have examined the outcomes of home 

relocation (Nowok et al., 2013). These studies mainly focus on the outcomes of urban 

redevelopment and change in objective environment such as housing space and 

neighborhood quality. Probably due to the unavailability of data, much less scholarly 

attention has been paid to the impacts of home relocation on the movers in terms of their 

residential satisfaction and quality of life (Melzer, 2011). 

However, the existing studies suggest that the movers’ perceptions and experiences of 

the outcomes of home relocation tend to be mixed. On the one hand, the movers do not 

necessarily improve their living conditions after move. According to the assumption of 

rational choice in studies of residential relocation, people would not move until they believe 

that the benefits of relocation overweigh the costs (e.g. Lee, 1966). As a corollary, the 

movers are expected to improve their living conditions and experience higher level of 

satisfaction after home relocation. However, due to the limitations of information and 

availability of financial resources, the movers may fail to improve their living conditions 

(Lu, 2002). On the other hand, the movers’ perceptions can be quite different from the 

change in objective environment. For example, as revealed by some psychologists, people 

can adapt to a new environment or a life event in a short time (e.g. Lucas, 2007). As a result, 

the movers’ perceptions of life qualities may not change after move despite of great change 

in objective living conditions. To complicate matters even further, home relocation may also 

be associated with negative impacts on some movers. Because different individuals may 

have varying aspirations and needs, they may view a given change in living conditions 

differently. For example, some movers may lose their social ties (e.g. Knies, 2013) and 

endure heavy stress (e.g. Magdol, 2002). These effects are particularly significant for the 

female movers, who are more likely to be the tied spouses in home relocation (Shihadeh, 

1991; Bonney and Love, 1991) and thus may settle in a place which does not suit their 

needs. Therefore, there are no easy answers to whether the impact of home relocation is 

positive or negative. Considering that people’s subjective feelings such as happiness or life 

satisfaction are generally considered as the ultimate goal in life (Frey and Stutzer, 2002), it 
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is important and necessary to deepens our understanding of how home relocation influences 

the movers (e.g. Sloan, 2013). 

1.2 Research objectives 

Given the above backgrounds, this study aims to understand and explain the impacts of 

home relocation on the movers. This study mainly focuses on the intra-urban home 

relocation because most residential moves are of short distance and within the same city 

(Clark, 1982; Cadwallader, 1992; Li and Siu, 2001; Alkay, 2011) yet not much attention has 

been particularly paid to the intra-urban movers. The specific impacts of home relocation on 

the movers will be mainly examined in terms of change in the movers’ residential, travel and 

life satisfaction. Life satisfaction has been widely applied to globally measure people’s 

subjective perceptions of how they lives (Veenhoven, 2002). Therefore, life satisfaction 

should reflect the overall quality of life for the movers and incorporate the rich outcomes of 

home relocation (Nowok et al., 2013). Change in residential satisfaction and travel 

satisfaction is also incorporated because residence and travel are two major domains which 

should change after home relocation. Two research questions are emphasized in this study: 

(1) Has home relocation increased the movers’ residential, travel and life satisfaction? (2) 

What contributes to the change in the movers’ satisfaction after home relocation? 

The specific objectives of this study can be defined as follows: 

(1) To examine the patterns of change in the movers’ residential, travel and life 

satisfaction. Based on a series of descriptive analyses, this study tests whether relocation is 

associated with significant improvement in the mover’s levels of satisfaction with residence, 

travel and life. This study also examines the differential patterns of change in satisfaction 

among different movers. 

(2) To investigate the determinants of change in the movers’ residential, travel and 

life satisfaction. Particularly, this study explores the effects of change in residential 

environment and travel conditions associated with home relocation on change in residential, 

travel and life satisfaction. Other important factors, such as motivations to move and 

personal socioeconomics, are controlled. 

(3) To provide some insights to interpret the mechanisms of change in movers’ 

residential, travel and life satisfaction. Specifically, this study tests whether there are 
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trade-offs between residential and travel domains during home relocation, and whether 

change in residential environment and travel conditions influences change in overall life 

satisfaction directly or indirectly through change in satisfaction with residence and travel. 

1.3 Significance and contribution 

This study is expected to contribute to existing knowledge in the following ways: 

(1) This study sheds lights on the studies of residential satisfaction change associated 

with home relocation. As noticed by some scholars, despite of its importance for evaluating 

the quality of housing projects and predicting migration behaviors, ‘housing and 

neighborhood outcomes’ of residential relocation has not received sufficient attention in 

existing literature (e.g. Lu, 2002). Moreover, as revealed in the literature review (see 

Chapter 2), the small body of previous studies have mainly focused on the displaced 

residents, little attention was paid to the ordinary movers. This study enriches the literature 

of residential outcomes of home relocation by examining the patterns and determinants of 

change in the movers’ residential satisfaction. By adopting a longitudinal design, this study 

may also enhance our understanding of determinants of residential satisfaction. 

(2) This study adds to the existing studies of travel satisfaction. On the one hand, while 

there is a growing body of literature of travel satisfaction, few studies have examined the 

effects of residential environment on travel satisfaction. On the other hand, although travel 

is an important reason of home relocation (e.g. Clark and Onaka, 1983), little attention has 

been paid to the impacts of home relocation on the mover’s travel satisfaction. Therefore, 

this study is expected to advance the knowledge of travel satisfaction by examining the 

change in travel satisfaction associated with change in residential environment. 

(3) This study advances the knowledge of dynamics in life satisfaction. While several 

studies have examined the dynamics of life satisfaction after home relocation, most of them 

have only tested whether life satisfaction increases after move. Nevertheless, not much 

attention has been paid to what contributes to the change in life satisfaction. Particularly, not 

many studies have examined the effects of geographical context on life satisfaction (e.g. 

Morrison, 2011; Ballas, 2013). By examining patterns and determinants (esp. change in 

geographical context) of change in life satisfaction, this study deepens our understanding of 

how one’s life satisfaction change with home relocation. 
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(4) Results of this study have significant implications for policy-makers. On the one 

hand, by disclosing which aspects of residential environment and travel conditions play the 

most important roles, this study can form a basis to make more efficient urban and 

community policies. On the other hand, the measures of neighborhood environment and 

satisfaction in this study can also be applied to evaluate the policy effects. 

(5) The findings of this research advance the studies of home relocation, residential 

satisfaction, travel satisfaction and life satisfaction in the Chinese background. According to 

my knowledge, there is few study of change in either residential satisfaction, travel 

satisfaction or life satisfaction in China. However, considering the cultural and institutional 

background of China, the findings may be different in China. This research provides some 

evidences to compare the differences between China and the western countries. 

1.4 Structure of the thesis 

This thesis is organized as follows. Chapter 2 presents a systematic review of literature 

related to home relocation. I first provide an overall picture of the studies of home 

relocation and identify two key topics: determinants and outcomes of home relocation. I 

then summarize the theoretical perspectives and major empirical findings related to these 

two topics, respectively. It is revealed that dominant attention has been paid to determinants 

of home relocation yet only a small body of studies have examined outcomes of home 

relocation. Moreover, outcomes of home relocation are mainly examined in terms of change 

in residential environment rather than impacts on the mover’s satisfaction and experiences. 

Research gaps in previous studies and directions for current study are identified. 

Chapter 3 introduces the conceptual framework. I contend that the perspective of SWB 

can be applied to examine the change in residential, travel and life satisfaction after move. 

Based on the widely used discrepancy theory of satisfaction, it is argued that change in 

satisfaction should be mainly determined by change in attributes of factors entered the 

mover’s evaluation of satisfaction and his/her standards of comparison of these attributes. 

The possible determinants of change in the mover’s satisfaction are discussed based on 

existing theoretical perspectives and empirical findings. A systematic conceptual framework 

is developed to predict and explain change in satisfaction, accordingly. 

Chapter 4 introduces the study case, data and data analysis methods. I first briefly 
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introduce the development of residential relocation in China and explain why Beijing is a 

proper case for this study. I then present the research design, process of data collection and 

sample profile. According to the characteristics of the survey data in this study, the multi-

level structural equation modeling technique is adopted in this study. 

Chapter 5 examines the change in residential satisfaction after move. A conceptual 

model is formed based on existing literature (Chapter 2) and conceptual considerations 

(Chapter 3). This model takes change in residential environment, motivations to move and 

socioeconomics as the independent variables. The patterns of change in residential 

satisfaction among different social groups are analyzed based on cross-tabulations. The 

factors explaining change in residential satisfaction are explored using structural equation 

modeling (SEM) method. The major findings and limitations of the analysis are also 

summarized. 

Chapter 6 focuses on the change in travel satisfaction associated with home relocation. 

A conceptual model is formed based on existing literature and conceptual considerations 

(Chapter 3). By taking neighborhood as the most important walking environment and the 

major origin of various trips, I take the change in neighborhood environment as an 

important factor predicting change in travel satisfaction. The change in trip-specific 

attributes (such as travel time), motivations to move and socioeconomics are also 

incorporated as independent variables. The patterns of change in travel satisfaction among 

different social groups are analyzed based on cross-tabulations. The determinants of change 

in travel satisfaction are examined using SEM method. The major findings and limitations 

of the analysis are also summarized. 

Chapter 7 investigates the change in global life satisfaction. A conceptual model is 

developed based on previous studies (Chapter 2) and theoretical considerations (Chapter 3). 

The patterns of change in life satisfaction are investigated using cross-tabulations. The 

variables used to explain change in residential satisfaction and travel satisfaction are 

considered as predictors of change in life satisfaction. Both the direct and indirect effects of 

these variables are estimated with a structural equation model. The major findings and 

limitations are also summarized. 

Chapter 8 summarizes the major findings and discusses the policy implications. I 

finish this chapter by suggesting some directions for future studies. 



 

7 

CHAPTER 2  LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews existing studies of home relocation. It is structured as follows. 

The first section provides a general overview of the research on home relocation. The major 

themes in studies of home relocation are identified. The next section reviews studies 

explaining home relocation, including theoretical perspectives and determinants of home 

relocation. The subsequent two sections review the existing literature on the outcomes of 

home relocation. The third section elaborates change in residential environment after home 

relocation. Studies based on the perspective of housing career are emphasized. The fourth 

section mainly focuses on the impacts of home relocation on the movers. Change in the 

movers’ residential satisfaction and life satisfaction are especially reviewed in this section. 

The fifth section particularly reviews studies in the Chinese background. The sixth section 

identifies the gaps and limitations of existing studies and the last section concludes. 

2.1 A general overview of research on home relocation 

Home relocation has been an essential topic in many disciplines for a long time (for 

comprehensive summaries on the relevant studies, see: Simmons, 1968; Greenwood, 1975; 

Ritchey, 1976; Quigley and Weinberg, 1977; Michalos, 1996; Dieleman, 2001; Winstanley 

et al., 2002). The existing literature mainly focuses on three types of home relocation: 

migration, residential mobility and displacement (Table 2-1). Migration usually denotes the 

long-distance (e.g. inter-national and inter-regional) home relocation. It is mostly motivated 

by job-related reasons (Massey et al., 1993). In contrast, residential mobility mostly refers to 

intra-city moves which are often related to housing-related reasons (Clark, 1982; Clark, 

1986; Huang and Deng, 2006). It is also concerned about the frequency and intention (or 

likelihood) of home relocation. E.g. Oishi (2010) defined residential mobility as the 

frequency with which individuals change their residence. Displacement denotes the 

involuntary or forced moves. It is usually caused by increased rents or destruction of 

property (Atkinson, 2000) and is particularly used in researches evaluating the outcomes of 

public housing development or urban redevelopment. The patterns, reasons and mechanisms 

of these three types of home relocation are usually different and examined separately. This 

literature review mainly focuses on the intra-urban residential mobility because it takes a 

dominant share in all types of home relocation (Li and Siu, 2001). Some studies which do 
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not deliberately distinguish inter-region and intra-urban residential mobility are also 

included in the literature review. 

Table 2-1 Three major types of home relocation 

Distinctions Migration Residential mobility Displacement 

Distance of move Usually inter-regional or even 
international 

Mainly intra-urban Mostly intra-urban 

Reasons to move Mostly job-related reasons Mostly housing-related reasons Forced to leave 

Frequency of 
moves 

Single-time Can be both single-time and 
multi-time 

Single-time 

Actual behavior/ 
intention to move 

Actual relocation behavior Can be both actual relocation 
behavior and intention to move 

Actual relocation 
behavior 

Among the existing studies of intra-urban home relocation, two research questions are 

mainly addressed. One is “why do people move” or the determinants of home relocation; the 

other is “what happens after relocation” or the outcomes of home relocation (Figure 2-1). 

Studies of factors influencing home relocation can be dated back to 1880s, when Ratzel 

founded migration studies on the environment determinism and Ravenstein proposed that 

regional economic conditions are important driving forces of migration. Ravenstein’s 

arguments was further developed into the famous “pull-push” theory of migration and the 

equilibrium approach to residential mobility. According to these theories, home relocation is 

mainly determined by the environmental factors at the origin and destination. However, 

these theories fail to explain a common phenomenon of migration first revealed by 

Ravenstein (1885): whenever there is people relocating to a preferential location, there will 

also be a smaller, but significant flow of people in the opposite direction. To explain this 

phenomenon, two alternative perspectives were developed. The first one is the life-course 

approach to residential mobility. This perspective is first proposed by Rossi (1955) in his 

seminal book “Why families move: A study in the social psychology of urban residential 

mobility” and is still widely used in current studies to interpret the driving forces of home 

relocation. It generally contends that home relocation is a response to the change in housing 

needs after some major life events such as marriage. The other widely used perspective is 

the dissatisfaction approach or stress-threshold theory of home relocation. This perspective 

is developed by Brown and Moore (1970) and is also intensively applied in subsequent 

studies. It holds that people decide to move because of unacceptable level of dissatisfaction 

with current residence. 
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Figure 2-1 Classification of research on home relocation 

Until now, a well-established body of studies have been conducted to explore the 

determinants of home relocation. However, much less attention has been paid to the 

outcomes of home relocation (De Jong et al., 2002; Nowok et al., 2013). The small body of 

existing studies on the outcomes of home relocation mainly focus on changes in objective 

living conditions and environment. Studies of environmental change after relocation can be 

dated back to the Chicago School of urban sociology, which tried to explain the urban 

spatial structures from the perspective of population moves (Park et al., 1925). However, it 

is until 1960s that researchers started to evaluate post-move housing conditions of 

dislocated residents in urban renewal programs (e.g. Hartman, 1964). Since 1980s, there is a 

growing body of literature on the change in housing conditions associated with voluntary 

home relocation from the perspective of housing career or housing ladder. Meanwhile, some 

researchers started to notice impacts of home relocation on the movers. The early studies 

usually took home relocation as a stressful event and focused on the negative impacts of 

home relocation on the mover’s health conditions and social network. From the beginning 

of the new millennium, some pioneering scholars initiated the investigation of change in the 

movers’ residential satisfaction and life satisfaction after move. 
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The rest of this chapter will first briefly review the research explaining home relocation. 

However, the focus of this chapter is to review studies on the outcomes of home relocation 

and to identify research gaps on this topic. 

2.2 Studies on determinants of home relocation 

Most studies tend to agree that home relocation is determined by both environmental 

context and households’ socioeconomic characteristics (van der Vlist et al., 2002; Huang 

and Deng, 2006). As mentioned above (Section 2.1), the early studies tend to consider 

environmental factors as the central determinants of home relocation. However, the effects 

of household and personal characteristics are emphasized in more recent studies. I will 

review the theories and empirical findings on these two groups of determinants separately. 

2.2.1 Environmental determinants of home relocation 

The environmental determinants of home relocation can be classified into three groups: 

natural environmental factors, socioeconomic conditions and housing market characteristics. 

The early geographers emphasized the central role of natural environmental antecedents 

such as climate and soil fertility feature in human migration (e.g. Ratzel, 1882). However, 

due to the rejection of natural determinism and the rise of an economic paradigm in 

migration theory, natural environment factors were generally discarded from explanations of 

home relocation (Piguet, 2013). Socioeconomic conditions at the origins and destinations 

have also been considered as important factors influencing home relocation. In as early as 

1880s, Ravenstein noticed that migration is mainly induced by the opportunity or better 

conditions in the destination, such as educational facilities, salubrious climate and cheap 

living. Based on the arguments by Ravenstein, Lee (1966) proposes the widely applied 

“Push and Pull” theory of migration. Lee argues that migration is governed by the pull and 

push factors and the intervening obstacles between the origin and destination. Push factors 

are negative features such as unemployment and natural hazards that cause a person to move 

away from a place. Pull factors are the attractions such as higher wage, more job 

opportunity and good schools in the destination. Intervening obstacles mainly include the 

cost of move and institutional barriers such as political border. Local housing market factors 

are also incorporated to explain intra-urban home relocation from the equilibrium approach 

(Clark et al., 2006). The equilibrium approach mainly views home relocation as a way of 

“voting by feet” in the housing market (Abu-Lughod and Foley, 1960) and a response to the 
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housing consumption disequilibrium (Boehm and Ihlanfeld, 1986). The housing 

consumption disequilibrium is usually defined as the “difference in the actual consumption 

of housing and the equilibrium consumption” (Clark, 1982). It can be the result of both 

changes in people’s housing demand or budget constraints and fluctuations of local housing 

market. This approach is especially popular among studies in the US, where relatively free 

housing market prevails (Dieleman, 2001). 

The empirical studies usually do not deliberately distinguish these three dimensions of 

environmental factors and tend to examine all types of environment variables within the 

neoclassical framework. For example, Fafchamps and Shilpi (2013) examine the effects of 

district income differentials, housing price, amenity, population density and demographic 

similarity on the direction of migration at the same time. Similarly, some other studies also 

examine the effects of various neighborhood characteristics such as socioeconomic status, 

racial composition, social problems and stability on residential mobility altogether (e.g. Lee 

et al., 1994; van Ham and Clark, 2009; Feijten and van Ham, 2009; Wu et al., 2013). It is 

also disclosed that different population may place varying degrees of importance on 

different factors, such as job opportunities and recreational amenities (e.g. Niedomysl and 

Hansen, 2010). 

2.2.2 Individual determinants of home relocation 

The environmental factors in the origin and destination are quite explanative of the 

direction of home relocation at the aggregated scale (Quigley and Weinberg, 1977). 

However, as noticed by Ravenstein and other researchers, there are still people moving out 

of a place no matter how attractive the environment is there. To better explain the individual 

behaviors of home relocation, some other perspectives which incorporate the individual 

factors such as personal needs and motivations have been developed. Among them, two are 

most widely used: the life-course approach and dissatisfaction approach. 

The life-course approach is first proposed by Rossi (1955). It argues that residential 

mobility is mainly triggered by shift in residential needs along with transition in one’s life 

cycle (Rossi, 1955). For example, many studies suggest that marital change and beginning 

of job career are usually associated with high possibility of home relocation (e.g. Clark et al., 

2003; Özüekren and van Kempen, 2002). People may also decide to change their home 

location and adjust housing consumption with changes in income and accumulated wealth at 

different stages of life cycle (Clark, 1982; Kendig, 1984). However, Rossi’s concept of ‘life 
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cycle’ is criticized to be based on the traditional family structure and the assumption of 

individual’s linear progression, which is becoming less acceptable approximation of the 

reality (Stapleton, 1980). As an alternative, the ‘life course’ approach is introduced to reflect 

the differing paths with distinct life events. Life-course approach emphasizes a combination 

of sequences (or trajectories) of various life events and the roles that individual enacts over 

time, which makes it suitable to model the path-dependent effects of different life events on 

home relocation behavior. The life-course approach has been widely used in recent studies 

of home relocation and is shown to have strong power of explanation (e.g. Clark and Huang, 

2003; de Groot et al., 2011). However, some studies argue that the life-course approach is 

less applicable in Chinese context (e.g. Li, 2004). 

The dissatisfaction approach centers on the notion that moving behavior is an outcome 

of residential dissatisfaction caused by various factors (Lu, 1998). This approach is first 

proposed by Brown and Moore (1970). Based on Simon’s (1957) work on human’s decision 

making and the stress-threshold theory developed in migration studies (Wolpert, 1965; Huff 

and Clark, 1978), Brown and Moore develop a two-stage framework of the process of home 

relocation (Figure 2-2). They argue that residential relocation decisions are made first as a 

response to an unacceptable level of stress (or mismatch) between one’s residential need and 

preference. The stress is usually caused by the perceived threat of household behavior, 

changes in occupation and income (Brown and Moore, 1970), physical deterioration of 

dwelling unit and insufficient social facilities (Alkay, 2011). This model was further refined 

by Speare (1974). By substituting “stress” with “residential satisfaction” (measured relative 

to a person’s threshold for dissatisfaction), Speare develops a sequential model of residential 

mobility, in which residential satisfaction fully mediates the effects of household and 

housing characteristics on moving intentions and probability of relocation behavior. 

Speare’s model is so clearly structured that it has become a benchmark and is widely cited 

by subsequent studies of home relocation (e.g. Lu, 1998; Parkes and Kearns, 2003; Fang, 

2006). For instance, Lu (1998) examines the antecedents of American people’s residential 

moving behaviors based on Speare’s model together with theories of reasoned action and 

planned behavior. However, different from Speare, Lu contends that individual status and 

neighborhood characteristics can influence home relocation behavior both indirectly 

(mediated by residential satisfaction) and directly. Fang (2006) and Liao (2004) also applied 

Speare’s model to explain moving intention and behaviors in the Chinese context. Echoing 
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Lu’s (1998) argument, they also find that residential satisfaction cannot fully mediate the 

effects of individual characteristics on moving behavior or mobility propensity. 

 

Source: based on Brown and Moore (1970). 

Figure 2-2 Two-stage framework of intra-urban migration process 

2.3 Studies on change in residential environment after home 

relocation 

There is only a small body of studies on the outcomes of home relocation. These 

studies mainly examine change in residential environment after home relocation from the 

perspective of “housing career”. Housing career is usually defined as the sequence of 

housing that a household occupies during its history (Pickles and Davies, 1991) and 

generalized as some patterns of improvements in quality of dwelling. Since residential 

relocation is usually considered as a process for households to adjust residence according to 

their housing needs, home relocation is usually associated with progress in housing career. 

This is sometimes termed as the ‘ratchet effect’ (Goodman, 1976), in which households take 

up all opportunities to adjust their consumption upward yet seldom reduce it. However, 

displacement may lead to an adverse change in housing career. The gentrification studies 

especially remark on the negative effects of displacement (Atkinson, 2004), such as 
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disruption of community, increased rents and fewer housing opportunities. 

The empirical studies generally support the housing career perspective. First, many 

studies suggest that a larger proportion of movers have experienced positive tenure shift 

after home relocation. For example, according to a survey in Adelaide, only 6% of the 

respondents move from owner occupancy to private renting yet 20% of the respondents 

experience opposite tenure change after move (Kendig, 1984); a study based on the Panel 

Study of Income Dynamics in the US also reveals that the tenure switch from renting to 

owning takes a major part of change in housing career associated with home relocation 

(Clark et al., 2003). Second, housing space and housing cost are likely to increase after 

home relocation. E.g. the American Housing Survey in 1983 shows that home relocation is 

positively related to housing value and gross monthly rent (Spain, 1990); a study of repeat 

home-buyers (households who had sold one home and bought another) in the US suggests 

that 78% of the sample spent more money on housing consumption and only 22% of the 

sample moved down in housing price (Morrow-Jones and Wenning, 2005); an analysis of 

the longitudinal housing records in Tilburg, the Netherlands also discloses that most 

households experienced increase in the number of rooms and average housing space per 

person after relocation (Clark et al., 1984). Third, movers tend to report improvement rather 

than deterioration in housing quality. E.g. it is shown that a larger proportion of movers have 

owned more housing facilities such as kitchen and gas than those who have lost those 

facilities after relocation (Wu, 2004); housing problems are also found to become less after 

relocation (Pevalin et al., 2008); some movers may also make adjustments of their newly 

acquired dwellings after a period of home relocation to makes them more closely match 

their needs (Littlewood and Munro, 1997). Fourth, neighborhood environment is also likely 

to be improved after home relocation. It is contended that there is also a neighborhood 

career independent of the housing career (Clark et al., 2006). As revealed by Clark et al. 

(2006), many households move up the neighborhood career measured by socio-economic 

status and green space of the neighborhood after move. 

However, there are still evidences of downward change in the movers’ residential 

environment. On the one hand, the movers usually have to made some trade-offs between 

different aspects of residential environment. For example, Shafer (1986) finds that some 

movers may improve their housing services at the expense of neighborhood qualities; 

Barcus (2004) indicates that the urban-rural movers need to give up the convenience of 
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urban lives in exchange for quietness in the rural; there is also usually a trade-off between 

housing price and travel cost when a household make decision to move (e.g. Weisbrod et al., 

1980; Phe and Wakely, 2000). As a result, it is not surprising that some studies show that 

home relocation is associated with poorer travel conditions. For example, a survey in 

Beijing discloses that the households have to spend 30% more commuting time as they 

move away from previous housing locations (Yang, 2006); similar results are shown in a 

study of the outcomes of home relocation in Shanghai, in which the mean of commuting 

time increased by 11.3 min and the mean of travelling time to the city center increased by 

8.5 min (Wu, 2004). On the other hand, the change in residential environment tends to be 

differential among movers experiencing different life courses. For example, the households 

which go through a divorce or the elderly single-person households with low income are 

likely to move downward the housing career after home relocation (e.g. Morrow-Jones and 

Wenning, 2005; Feijten and van Ham, 2010; Herbers et al., 2014). The outcomes of home 

relocation also seem to be mixed among the inferior social groups such as ethnic minorities. 

For instance, a study shows that the Turks and Moroccans in Utrecht only make limited 

progress in their housing careers (in terms of tenure shift and number of rooms per capita) 

probably because of limited financial resources and language problems (Bolt and van 

Kempen, 2002). However, some other studies of the ethnic minorities suggest that home 

relocation is still associated with progress in housing career in terms of housing tenure shift 

(e.g. Abramsson et al., 2002) or change in number of rooms (Murdie, 2002). 

Echoing the gentrification studies which emphasize the negative effects of 

displacement, many studies reveal that forced move may lead to a series of neighborhood 

problems. E.g. some studies suggest that subsidized housing projects cannot enable 

recipients to locate to either better housing (Ukoha and Beamish, 1997) or neighborhoods 

(e.g. Ross et al., 2012; Kleinhans and Varady, 2011) ; the forced movers are also more likely 

to increase commuting time after relocation (e.g. Day and Cervero, 2010). However, 

empirical findings of the outcomes of forced relocation are inconsistent. For example, some 

studies contend that not all regeneration programs should be labelled as displacement 

(Kearns and Mason, 2013). Some people had already been planning a move before they are 

‘forced’ to move and thus can utilize the relocation as a chance to improve residential 

environment. Supporting this argument, substantial evidence has been shown that the 

residents relocated to public housing sites still improve their housing conditions and move 
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upwards in their housing careers (e.g. Lichfield, 1961; Kleinhans, 2003; Li and Song, 2009). 

Some empirical studies even suggest that a large portion of the movers involved in some 

public housing programs have also improved their neighborhood environment in terms of 

more perceived safety, better schooling outcomes for children, lower unemployment rate 

and less neighborhood issues (e.g. Varady and Walker, 1999; Johnson et al., 2002; Popkin et 

al., 2009; Ruel et al., 2013). 

2.4 Studies on the impacts of home relocation on the movers 

Home relocation not only leads to significant changes in residential environment, but 

also has far-reaching impacts on the movers. The earlier studies mainly consider home 

relocation as a stressful event and focus on its negative impacts on the movers’ social ties 

and health conditions. Since the beginning of the new millennium, some researchers started 

to notice the importance of subjective outcomes of home relocation and initiated the 

investigation of change in both residential and life satisfaction after relocation (e.g. Lu, 

2002; Sloan, 2013). This section gives a review of these studies. 

2.4.1 Change in movers’ social ties and health conditions 

The early studies generally emphasize the negative influences of home relocation (esp. 

long-distance migration and forced relocation) on the movers’ social ties and social 

interactions with neighbors. For instance, it is revealed that the movers’ exchanges of social 

support tend to diminish after home relocation (Magdol and Bessel, 2003; Ruel et al., 2013). 

Home relocation is also likely to disrupt the relocatees’ social ties with previous neighbors 

and reduce their neighboring behaviors (Goetz, 2002; Knies, 2013). However, because some 

movers may become more sociable to re-build new social ties and adjust to the new 

environment (McAllister et al., 1973; Oishi et al., 2013), their neighborhood social activities 

may also increase after relocation. E.g. some studies indicate that neighboring activities are 

higher for the displaced movers than the stayers (e.g. Kearns and Mason, 2013). 

The change in the movers’ physical and mental health conditions after home relocation 

is another major topic investigated by early studies. Because relocation is usually interpreted 

as a stressful life event (McCollum, 1990; Magdol, 2002), existing studies tend to 

emphasize the negative effects of home relocation on health. For example, it is disclosed 

that the movers’ illness symptoms tend to increase after relocation (Stokols and Shumaker, 

1982; Stokols et al., 1983). Home relocation may also lead to adverse outcomes of 
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psychological states, such as sense of isolation (Riad and Norris, 1996) and affliction (which 

refers to feelings of a painful loss and homesickness; cited from Kleinhans, 2003), higher 

levels loneliness (Jones, 1973), more intense stress (Schwarzweller et al., 1971) and more 

likelihood of depressive symptomatology (Bradley and Van Willigen, 2010). The negative 

impacts of home relocation on psychological health are especially salient for the elderly 

movers (ibid.) and the female movers (Magdol, 2002). Nevertheless, the opposite evidences 

are still provided. E.g. some studies reveal that home relocation has few adverse impacts on 

health (Eckert and Haug, 1984); Pevalin et al. (2008) even find that home relocation brings 

benefits in both mental and physical health. 

2.4.2 Change in movers’ residential satisfaction 

Residential satisfaction has been a major topic in geography, planning and psychology 

(Marans and Rodgers, 1975; Galster and Hesser, 1981; Lu, 1999; Yang, 2008). It is not only 

viewed as a criterion to evaluate residential quality but also considered as an important 

predictor of various residential choices such as housing adjustment and home relocation 

(Weidemann and Anderson, 1985; Amérigo and Aragonés, 1997). Some studies have 

explored the change in residential satisfaction as an indicator of residential quality in the 

new dwelling. Existing studies of change in residential satisfaction focused on two different 

types of movers: ordinary movers and forced movers. The ordinary movers are usually 

drawn from national-level housing surveys or migration surveys, such as the American 

Housing Survey (Lu, 2002; Barcus, 2004) and the New Zealand’s 2007 Dynamics and 

Motivations for Migration Survey (Sloan, 2013). These movers are usually motivated by 

personal pursuits of better living conditions or opportunities and include both intra-urban (or 

within local labor markets) and inter-regional migration (e.g. Lu, 2002; Sloan, 2013). In 

contrast, the forced movers are mostly those dislocated in public housing programs or urban 

redevelopment projects within the same city. The major studies of both types of movers are 

listed in Table 2-2. Probably because of the availability of data, the number of studies on 

ordinary movers is much smaller than the studies on forced movers. To the best of my 

knowledge, there are only 4 studies addressing impacts of home relocation on ordinary 

movers’ residential satisfaction yet more than 20 studies on the outcomes of forced movers. 

Since the assumptions and findings are quite different between ordinary movers and forced 

movers, I review the studies of these two types of movers separately. 

 



 

 

Table 2-2 Major studies on change in residential satisfaction after move
†
 

Studies 
Type of 

relocation 

Measurement of residential 

satisfaction 
Independent variable 

Dataset, sample size, 

study area 
Model Major findings 

Lu, 2002 Intra-urban 

and inter-
regional 

HS & NS: 

Whether current house and 
neighborhood are better than 
previous one (3 point) 

Sex, race, education, marital status, age, 

income, search behavior, reason for 
move+, tenure shift*, change in household 
size*, housing cost+ and location+ 

American housing 

survey (AHS), 1989 
(cross-sectional), N=7, 
910 moving housing 
units 

multinomial 

logit 
regression 
(MNL) 

About 50% feel better, 15-

25% feel worse; relocation 
does not necessarily lead to 
higher RS; differences 
between intra- and inter- 
regional move 

Barcus, 
2004 

Urban-rural 
migration 

NS: 

Whether current neighborhood 
are better than previous one (3 

point) 

Age, race, marital status, education, 
household size, income, reason to move, 
tenure shift* 

American housing 
survey, 1991 (cross-
sectional), N=1,081 

moving housing units 

 test; 

MNL 

Migration leads to higher 
RS; the pattern varies across 
socio-demographic factors 

Sloan, 
2013 

Mover within 
and between 
local labor 
markets 

NS & HS: 

satisfaction with change in 
outdoor environment and 
housing (5 point) 

Change in local labor markets-1, 
distance*, move history, duration of 
residence-, age, ethnicity, cohabitation by 
gender*, education, income, urban 
hierarchy-, neighborhood deprivation-, 
motivation for move* 

New Zealand’s 2007 
Dynamics and 
Motivations for 
Migration Survey 
(DMM); N=4,937 
movers from 2005 to 
2007 

OLS 
regression, 
logit model 

87% report a positive level 
of satisfaction with moving 
outcomes; different patterns 
are found for those moving 
between and within local 
labor markets 

Nakazato 
et al., 
2011 

The moves 
motivated by 
house-related 
reasons 

HS & LS: 

11-point rating scales ranging 
from 0 (totally dissatisfied) to 
10 (totally satisfied) 

Temporal pattern German Socio-
Economic Panel 1991-
2007 (longitudinal); 
N= 3,658 movers 

latent 
growth 
model 

a strong and persistent 
increase in average levels of 
housing satisfaction yet no 
increase in average life-
satisfaction 

Parkes and 
Kearns, 
2003 

All residents Increase/decrease in 
neighborhood and home 
satisfaction 

Employment status*, length of residence*, 
tenure*, neighborhood type*, change in 
marital status*, improved neighborhood 

facilities+, loss of dislike+, better housing 
conditions+ 

Scottish House 
Condition Survey 
1991–96 

logit model deteriorating neighborhood 
perceptions and housing 
conditions lead to decrease 

residential satisfaction 

Oakley et 
al., 2013 

Public 
housing 
residents 

HS & NS: 

Condition of home (4 point) 
and satisfaction with 

Housing facility problem*, housing strain 
(cost), census scales, community 
attachment+, fear of crime, social 
cohesion, reduction in social disorder+, 

A longitudinal survey 
in Atlanta in 2009 and 
2010; N=243 

First-
difference 
regression 

56.4% and 48.5% improved 
housing and neighborhood 
condition; not related to 
neighborhood-level 
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neighborhood (5 point) collective efficacy, household type, 
duration of residence, renovation 
preference-, location, neighborhood 

density 

model characteristics; perceptions 
are important 

Goetz, 
2010 

The replaced 
residents in 
the HOPE VI 
Program 

NS: 

Overall satisfaction with 
neighborhood (difference) 

Neighborhood composition, employment, 
age-, number of young children-, gender, 
education, race*, desire to remain in 
original neighborhood-; sense of safety, 
neighborhood behavior, economic 
security, employment 

Survey in Harbor View 
HOPE VI, Duluth, US 
in 2003 and 2005; 
N=216/ 111 
households 

Bivariate 
correlation, 
OLS 
regression; 
logistic 
regression 

A larger share of residents 
experienced decrease (35%) 
instead of increase (25%) in 
NS; individual- level effects 
are inconsistent and largely 
unrelated to NS changes 

Posthumus 

et al., 
2014 

Displaced 

residents 

HS & NS: 

Satisfaction with new dwelling 
and neighborhood (10 point) 

Location*, age, sex*, presence of child*, 

duration of residence*, marital status, 
education, income*, race*, appreciation 
with housing counseling+, attitude to 
move, distance from old home-, racial 
composition*, contact with neighbor-, 
feeling at home+, safety+, green space, 
child friendliness+, members/room-, 
building type, maintenance+ 

Survey in 4 Dutch 

cities between 2003 
and 2009; N=738 
households 

Paired t-

test, 
multiple 
linear 
regression 

Average scores of HS and 

NS increased from 6.15 and 
6.22 to 7.56 and 7.25, 
respectively; displacement is 
also an opportunity to find a 
more satisfactory housing 
situation 

Varady 
and 
Walker, 
2000 

Households 
received 
Section 8 
vouchers or 
rent 
certificates 

HS & NS: 

Satisfaction with housing and 
neighborhood 

Age, marital status*, number of children*, 
employment, education+, income, persons 
per room, rent burden+, housing type, 
location, length of residence, motivation 
to move*, waiting time*, time spent 
looking-, places looked*, distance-, 
agency provided information, satisfaction 
with searching*, safety+ 

Telephone survey of 
voucher recipients 
relocated from 
distressed 
developments in 4 
cities in the US; 
N=201 household 

Cross 
tabulation, 
logistic 
regression, 
NUD.IST 
qualitative 
analysis 

Overwhelming majority of 
people have high levels of 
HS (80%) and NS (85%) 
and report improvement in 
HS (68%) and NS (69%) 

Kearns 

and 
Mason, 
2013 

Remainers 

and 
outmovers in 
a housing 
regeneration 
programme 

HS & NS: 

Satisfaction with current home 
and neighborhood (5 point); 
comparison with the quality of 
previous home and 
neighborhood 

Neighborliness, social support, sense of 

community, trust, autonomy, status, 
reason for moving, attitude to the move, 
freedom of choice, perceived safety 

(not as independent variables) 

Surveys on 2 occasions 

in 6 out of 15 
regeneration areas in 
Glasgow, UK from 
2008 to 2009; N=678 
remainers, 224 
outmovers 

t-test,  

contingency 
test; 
MANOVA, 
regression 
(not for RS) 

Outmovers generally have 

higher HS (78% vs. 60%) 
and NS (85% vs. 66%) than 
remainers; the majority of 
outmovers reported 
improvement in HS (73%) 
or NS (62%) 

Westaway, Residents 
relocated and 

HS & NS: [just for NS] satisfaction with own 
health*, neighbor*, housing+, transport*, 

Two random samples 
of squatters in South 

ANOVA; 
stepwise 

Relocation leads to higher 
HS and NS; NS relies more 

1
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2006 awaiting 
relocation 

Satisfaction with quality of 
housing (10 point); 
neighborhood satisfaction (10 

point) 

local government*, recreational facility*, 
street lighting*, school*, police service*, 
health service* 

Africa in 1999, 2001 
and 2002 (longitudinal); 
N=662/457/519; (not 

reliable2) 

multiple 
linear 
regression 

heavily on environmental 
than the personal domain 
factors 

Shefer, 
1986 

Moving into 
and out of 
distressed 
neighborhood 

HS & NS: 

Satisfactions derived from 
dwelling and neighborhood (4 
point) 

Improvement of housing and 
neighborhood (whether better than 
previous one; 5 point) qualities such as 
construction+, dwelling size*, social 
economic status+, law and order+ and 
playground+. 

A survey in two 
neighborhoods in 
Israel (cross-sectional); 
N=133 movers and 
stayers 

OLS 
regression 

Those who moved out 
generally had higher HS and 
NS; the majority of those 
moved in reported higher 
HS yet lower NS 

Li and 

Song, 
2009 

Displaced 

residents and 
voluntary 
movers 

HS & NS: 

evaluations of different aspects 
of dwelling and neighborhood 
satisfaction (5 point) 

Age, sex, marital status*, income, 

education, years of residence-, building 
age-, building type*, floor space+, with 
lift*, kitchen, toilet+, property 
management+, tenure, location*, 
migratory status, neighborhood housing 
quality*, life cycle and socioeconomic+ 

a survey in Shanghai in 

2006; N=1200 
households 

Multiple 

Linear 
regression 
and 
principal 
component 
analysis 

housing conditions of 

displaced residents are 
somewhat better than those 
of other Shanghai residents; 
residential satisfaction is 
significantly associated with 
objective indicators 

Mohit et 
al., 2010 

residents of 
the newly 

designed 
public low-
cost housing 
project 

residential satisfaction index: 

five components (dwelling unit 

features, support services; 
public facilities, social 
environment and neighborhood 
facilities) 

Satisfaction with: Bedroom+, Security 
control+, Perimeter road+, garbage 

collection+, Garbage house cleanliness+, 
Socket points in the house+, Dinning 
space+, Cloth drying area+, Distance to 
Shopping Centre 

newly designed public 
low-cost housing 

dwellers of Kuala 
Lumpur, Malaysia; 
N=102 households 

Multiple 
Linear 

Regression; 
Pearson’s 
correlation 
coefficient 

Residents are moderately 
satisfied; levels: dwelling 

unit support services > 
public & neighborhood 
facilities > dwelling unit 
features & social 
environment 

† The first five studies are about the ordinary movers and the rest are about the forced movers. “*” denotes the independent variable has partially significant effect on the 

dependent variable or has different effects under different conditions; “+” denotes significantly positive effect and “-”denotes significantly negative effect; “RS”, “HS” and 

“NS” are short for residential satisfaction, housing satisfaction and neighborhood satisfaction respectively. 

1 The signs are only about the effects on residential satisfaction for those moving within a local labor market. 

2 The sample sizes in this study have some inconsistency; e.g. the numbers appearing in its abstract are different from those in the content. 
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(1) Impacts of relocation on the ordinary movers’ residential satisfaction 

Two research questions are highlighted in the 4 existing studies. The first one is 

whether the movers’ residential satisfaction has been improved after home relocation. This 

question is usually examined from two theoretical perspectives. One is based on the rational 

choice assumption. Considering that people usually relocate their dwellings in order to 

adjust their residential conditions according to their needs, they are expected to move to 

places closer to their referential standards and increase their residential satisfaction. 

However, they may still fail to increase their residential satisfaction because of the imperfect 

information when they make decisions to move (Lu, 2002). Another theoretical perspective 

is based on hedonic adaptation theory in psychological studies. This perspective is mostly 

used to explain the dynamics of life satisfaction after major life events. It mainly holds that 

life satisfaction is quite stable and tends to return to the baseline level soon after life events. 

Some researchers also adopt this perspective to examine change in residential satisfaction 

after move by taking residential satisfaction as a domain of life satisfaction (e.g. Nakazato et 

al., 2011). Different methods are also adopted to measure impact of home relocation on 

residential satisfaction. E.g. Lu (2002) and Barcus (2004) use the movers’ evaluation of 

whether the new (housing and) neighborhood is better than the previous one; Nakazato et al. 

(2011) directly compare the movers’ levels of housing satisfaction before and after 

relocation; Sloan (2013) adopts the movers’ satisfaction with changes in housing and 

outdoor environment after relocation. 

The empirical evidences suggest that home relocation is likely to have positive impacts 

on the ordinary movers’ residential satisfaction. For example, Lu (2002) indicates that about 

40-50% of the movers consider their new housing and neighborhoods to be better than the 

previous one and 15%-25% of them rate their new residence as worse than the previous one. 

Barcus (2004) finds a more positive outcome of relocation for the urban-rural migrants, 

among whom 51.9% report improvement in their neighborhoods. Nakazato et al. (2011) also 

find a significant and lasting increase in housing satisfaction immediately after move. 

However, they suggest that the increase in housing satisfaction is transitory and tends to 

return to the baseline in the subsequent years. Sloan (2013) shows that around half (50%-

60%) movers felt better-off with their new outdoor environment and housing yet around 

10% felt worse. However, it is noticeable that the outcomes of home relocation are quite 

different between the long-distance and short-distance movers (Lu, 2002; Sloan, 2013): the 
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movers within the central city or of shorter distance tend to report more improvement in 

residential satisfaction than those moving to the suburb or for longer distance. 

The second question is what drives the change in residential satisfaction as people 

move to their new homes. Generally, three groups of variables are used to explain the 

change in residential satisfaction after relocation: change in housing conditions and 

neighborhood characteristics, motivations to move, and personal and household 

socioeconomics. First, change in characteristics of housing and neighborhood is shown to be 

one of the most explanative factors of change in residential satisfaction after relocation. 

However, probably because of the limitation of data, only a limited number of indicators of 

change in housing conditions and neighborhood environment have been examined in 

existing studies. Among these limited indicators, housing tenure shift is shown to be an 

important determinant of change in residential satisfaction after move. E.g. both Lu (2002) 

and Barcus (2004) reveal that the movers transiting from home-owners to renters are more 

likely to report decreased residential satisfaction yet the reverse shift is significantly 

associated with increase in residential satisfaction. The change in socioeconomic status of 

neighborhood also has important influences on residential satisfaction after relocation. E.g. 

it is shown that higher level of neighborhood deprivation is associated with lower level of 

residential satisfaction (Sloan, 2013). The location change and distance of move are also 

important predictors of residential satisfaction outcomes of home relocation (Lu, 2002; 

Sloan, 2013). Another study of the determinants of moving intention also suggests that 

improved housing and neighborhood conditions significantly increase residential 

satisfaction (Parkes and Kearns, 2003). Second, motivation (or reason) to move is important 

for the outcomes of residential satisfaction. For example, it is found that those who move for 

housing reasons are more likely to have better housing and neighborhood consequences and 

report higher levels of residential satisfaction than those moving for other reasons (Lu, 2002; 

Sloan, 2013). Third, most socioeconomic variables do not have significant effects on change 

in residential satisfaction after move (Lu, 2002; Barcus, 2004). However, changes in 

household size (Lu, 2002), status of cohabitation (Sloan, 2013) and duration of residence in 

the new place (Sloan, 2013) are still shown to have some impacts on change in residential 

satisfaction. 

(2) Impacts of relocation on the forced movers’ residential satisfaction 

Generally, much more studies have been conducted to examine the outcomes of forced 
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movers in public housing programs or urban redevelopment projects than the ordinary 

movers. Similar to the small body of studies of ordinary movers, studies of the change in the 

forced movers’ residential satisfaction also mainly focus on two research questions. First, 

many studies have examined whether the movers become more satisfied with their residence 

after relocation. Since the forced movers are provided with fewer choices of housing and 

neighborhood, they tend to experience less positive outcomes of home relocation than the 

ordinary movers (Michalos, 1996; Wu, 2004; Day, 2013). Nevertheless, some other studies 

argue that it is somewhat too simple to label one type of move as a priori ‘forced’ or 

‘involuntary’ and others ‘voluntary’ on the basis of the programme characteristics rather 

than individual aspirations and motivations (Kearns and Mason, 2013). The outcomes of 

home relocation for the forced movers are examined in two ways: either by comparing the 

movers’ residential satisfaction or residential conditions before and after relocation, or by 

comparing residential satisfaction between the movers and the stayers.  

The empirical evidences of change in residential satisfaction after relocation for the 

forced movers tend to be mixed. Some studies show that public housing redevelopment has 

failed to improve the movers’ residential satisfaction. For example, a study of the HOPE VI 

Program in Harbor View in Minnesota reveals that more residents reported decrease (35%) 

than improvement (25%) in neighborhood satisfaction after relocation (Goetz, 2010). 

However, some other studies suggest that redevelopment can lead to improvement in 

residential satisfaction. For instance, by comparing the level of residential satisfaction 

before and after move, Kearns and Mason (2013) show that relocation in Glasgow delivers 

higher level of residential satisfaction than that prior to move. Based on a two-wave data 

collected in Atlanta between 2009 and 2010, Oakley et al. (2013) indicate that most 

residents view their new homes and neighborhoods as improvements after relocation. 

Varady and Walker (2000) also suggest that most residents moving out of distressed 

properties in four American cities increased their housing satisfaction (68%) and 

neighborhood satisfaction (69%). In a study of displaced residents in four Dutch cities, 

Posthumus et al. (2014) disclose that most relocated residents except those with low income 

or from ethnic minority groups were satisfied with their new dwellings and neighborhoods. 

Westaway’s (2006) study of two squatters in South Africa also indicates that relocation 

generally leads to higher housing and neighborhood satisfaction. The studies comparing 

residential satisfaction between movers and stayers also suggest that the forced movers are 



 

24 

generally satisfied with their new dwellings (Lord and Rent, 1987; Mohit et al., 2010). 

Surprisingly, some migrants to public housings even report higher levels of residential 

satisfaction than the stayers. For instance, Shefer (1986) reveals that the movers relocating 

to two distressed neighborhoods in Israel generally achieved higher levels of satisfaction 

with housing services; Li and Song (2009) also find that the displaced residents were better-

off than other groups based on a survey in Shanghai. 

The second question is what leads to the change in the forced movers’ residential 

satisfaction. However, it is noticeable that the number of studies of this question is much 

smaller than that of the first research question. As shown in Table 2-2, the dependent 

variable in most existing studies of forced movers is “satisfaction with the new residence” 

rather than “change in residential satisfaction” after relocation (e.g. Shefer, 1986; Varady 

and Walker, 2000; Li and Song, 2009; Mohit et al., 2010; Posthumus et al., 2014). 

Considering that the findings on determinants of “satisfaction with the new residence” for 

the forced movers are not much different from the vast studies on determinants of residential 

satisfaction (e.g. Lu, 1998; Parkes et al., 2002; Yang, 2008; Dekker et al., 2011; Permentier 

et al., 2011), I will not review these findings and just focus on the determinants of “change 

in residential satisfaction”. The studies of “change in residential satisfaction” after forced 

move mainly consider three groups of determinants: change in residential environment, 

motivations to move and personal and household characteristics. First, improved housing 

conditions usually lead to increase in residential satisfaction after relocation. For example, 

residential satisfaction tends to be enhanced by improved construction quality (Shefer, 1986; 

Doff and Kleinhans, 2011) yet lowered by more housing facility problems (Oakley et al., 

2013). Second, better physical and social neighborhood environment also significantly 

contributes to improvement in residential satisfaction after move. For instance, it is shown 

that reduction in social disorder and more community attachment significantly raise 

neighborhood satisfaction (Oakley et al., 2013); relocating to neighborhood non-

concentration also contributes to improved neighborhood satisfaction (Doff and Kleinhans, 

2011). Third, motivations to move are also influential for outcomes of forced home 

relocation. E.g. understanding for the demolition is associated with higher residential 

satisfaction after move (Doff and Kleinhans, 2011) yet preference to remaining in original 

neighborhood over relocating has negative effects on change in residential satisfaction 

(Goetz, 2010; Oakley et al., 2013); appreciation of relocation, preparedness for change and 
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perceived degree of control also influence the perceived outcome of forced relocation 

(Kearns and Mason, 2013). At last, some personal socioeconomics such as age, income and 

loss of social contacts also have impacts on change in residential satisfaction after move 

(Doff and Kleinhans, 2011). 

2.4.3 Change in movers’ life satisfaction 

Studies of change in life satisfaction after home relocation are mainly conducted by 

geographers and psychologists. The major studies are listed in Table 2-3. Most of these 

studies do not specify the type of home relocation and thus include both short-distance and 

long-distance move. Similar to studies of change in residential satisfaction, two research 

questions are mainly examined: whether life satisfaction increases after home relocation and 

what contributes to that change. The findings on these two questions are reviewed, 

respectively. 

(1) Change in life satisfaction after home relocation 

Change in life satisfaction associated with home relocation is usually studied from two 

perspectives. On is based on the neoclassical economic paradigm, in which migration is 

viewed as a long-term investment (Sjaastad, 1962; Bowles, 1970) and a rational choice for 

utility maximization (Ziegler and Britton, 1981). In this respect, people are assumed to 

behave rationally and make their decisions to move when the expected net objective and 

subjective returns are positive (Sjaastad, 1962; Melzer, 2011; Nowok et al., 2013). As a 

corollary, home relocation can be viewed as a means to improve quality of life and assumed 

to bring more happiness to the movers (De Jong et al., 2002; Oishi et al., 2009). An 

alternative view is based on the studies of ‘subjective well-being’ (SWB). These studies 

highlight the psychological mechanisms of home relocation and argue that the better 

objective outcomes (e.g. economic gains) after relocation not necessarily lead to higher 

level of life satisfaction. One of the most often adopted perspective in these studies is the 

adaptation theory represented by the set-point theory (Headey, 2008), which argue that one’s 

life satisfaction is highly stable (e.g. Chamberlain and Zika, 1992; Suh et al., 1996) and 

tends to revert to the baseline level shortly after a life event. Therefore, by taking relocation 

as a life event, the movers are not expected to experience significant change in life 

satisfaction after relocation. 
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Table 2-3 Findings on the change in life satisfaction after move 

Studies Data Measure Method Change Determinants 

Blume, 
2005 

Longitudinal 
Study of 
Elderly People 
in Denmark 

5-item scale 
(feeling of 
afraid, 
worried, 
depressed, 
etc.) 

First-
difference 
regression 

Right-skewed 
distribution of change 
in SWB, implying 
improvement in SWB 
after move 

Widowhood (-), retirement 
(-), change in health (+), 
change in working 
capability (+), change in 
ADL score (+), moved 
recently (+) → change in 

life satisfaction 

Sloan, 
2013 

Survey of 
Dynamics and 
Motivations for 
Migration in 
New Zealand 

satisfaction 
with outcomes 
of move and 
various life 
domains 

OLS 
regression 

87% satisfied with the 
outcomes of move and 
4% dissatisfied 

Single (-), income (+), 
decreased income due to 
relocation (-) → 

satisfaction with outcome 

of relocation 

Lundholm 
and 
Malmberg, 

2006 

A survey in the 
Nordic 
countries 

(1999-2001) 

satisfaction 
with outcomes 
of move and 

various life 
domains 

Logistic 
regressions 

83% consider 
themselves better-off 
after move  

Age 45–64 (+), education (-
), cohabitant (+), reasons to 
move (m), life values (m), 

voluntariness (+), social 
networks at the new location 
(m) → satisfaction with 

outcome of relocation 

Martin 
and 
Lichter, 

1983 

1973-77 
Quality of 
Employment 

Survey Panel 

5-tiem job 
satisfaction 
scale and 

single-item life 
satisfaction 
scale 

OLS 
regression 
(with 

baseline 
satisfaction 
controlled) 

Migration did not 
enhance life 
satisfaction yet it may 

prevent the reduction 
in the following years 

Baseline life satisfaction 
(+), income (+), age (+), 
extrinsic rewards (+) → life 

satisfaction 

Schutt et 
al., 1997 

A survey of 
homeless 
mentally ill 
shelter users 
who moved to 

permanent 
housing 

Single-item 
scale of 
housing 
satisfaction 
and life 

satisfaction 

Comparison 
and linear 
regression 
(with 
baseline 

satisfaction 
controlled) 

Moving into housing 
was associated with 
increase in housing 
satisfaction yet no 
significant change 

occurred in life 
satisfaction 

Independent housing (+), 
feeling anxious (-) → 
housing satisfaction; 
psychotic thinking (-), 
feeling anxious (-), being 

socially withdrawn (-) → 
life satisfaction 

Oishi and 
Schim-
mack, 
2010 

MIDUS-I 
(1994–1995) 
and MIDUS-II 
(2004–2006) 

3-item scale of 
life 
satisfaction 

Latent 
construct 
model 

Moving experiences 
during childhood lower 
the levels of life 
satisfaction as adults 

Age (+), female (-), 
education (+), extraversion 
(+), extraversion*move (+) 
→ life satisfaction 

Melzer, 
2011 

German Socio-
Economic Panel 

Study (SOEP) 
(1990-2007) 

a 10-point 
scale of life 

satisfaction 

Fixed-effects 
models 

Moving to Western 
Germany has a 

positive, long-term 
effect on life 
satisfaction 

Health (+), has children (+), 
became unemployed (-), 

began part-time work (-), 
began vocational training (-
), household income (+), 
regional characteristics (m) 
→ life satisfaction 

Nowok et 
al., 2013 

British 
Household 
Panel Survey 
(BHPS), 1996–

2008 

life 
satisfaction 

Fixed-effects 
model 

Migration itself causes 
a boost in happiness, 
and brings people back 
to their initial levels 

Unemployment (-), long-
term sickness (-), being 
married or living as a couple 
(+), being separated or 

widowed (-), age (m), 
number of children (m) → 
life satisfaction 
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Both arguments above are partly supported by empirical studies. Some studies tend to 

support the first argument and suggest that relocation leads to great improvement in life 

satisfaction, less worry and greater sense of optimism (e.g. Carp, 1975; Blume, 2005; 

Lundholm and Malmberg, 2006; Melzer, 2011; Nowok et al., 2013; Sloan, 2013). However, 

some others seem to support the second argument and indicate that life satisfaction is hardly 

affected by change in housing environment associated with relocation (e.g. Brett, 1982; 

Martin and Lichter, 1983; Schutt et al., 1997; Nakazato et al., 2011). Moreover, some 

studies disclose that home relocation may have negative impacts on the vulnerable movers. 

For instance, it is evidenced that adolescents moving into residential treatment centers have 

lower life satisfaction than those living at home with their parents (Sastre and Ferrière, 

2000); recent moves as well as number of historical moves are negatively related to life 

satisfaction for early female adolescents (Brown and Orthner, 1990). Since the introverts are 

usually more difficult to make new friends in a new environment than the extroverts, they 

are also more likely to experience a downward trend in life satisfaction after home 

relocation (Oishi and Schimmack, 2010). 

(2) Determinants of life satisfaction after home relocation 

Existing studies usually adopt two methods to examine the associations between life 

satisfaction and home relocation. One is to directly model the change in life satisfaction. 

Studies based on these models are summarized in the upper part in Table A-2. In these 

studies, the dependent variable is usually the satisfaction with outcome of relocation or the 

differenced value of life satisfaction before and after move. The other method is to take the 

post-move life satisfaction as dependent variable and the dummy variable of relocation as 

independent variable. However, it can be argued that the second method only examines the 

determinants of post-move life satisfaction rather the change in life satisfaction. Because the 

movers with higher levels of post-move life satisfaction not necessarily experience more 

improvement in life satisfaction (e.g. those who were already very satisfied with their lives 

before move), I only review the first part of existing studies. 

These studies usually use various socioeconomic variables to explain change in life 

satisfaction associated with home relocation. First, marriage is found to be quite important 

for change in life satisfaction. It is shown that the cohabitant are more likely to report 

positive outcome of relocation than the single or widowed (Blume, 2005; Lundholm and 

Malmberg, 2006; Sloan, 2013). However, the may can be different for men and women. 
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Second, economic situation is relevant to change in life satisfaction after move. The poor 

households and those who have experienced decreased income due to relocation tend to be 

less satisfied with the outcome of relocation (Sloan, 2013). Third, the middle aged are more 

likely to be benefited from home relocation (Lundholm and Malmberg, 2006). Fourth, the 

movers who are retired are found to gain less from relocation (Blume, 2005). Fifth, the 

better educated movers tend to be less satisfied with the outcome of relocation (Lundholm 

and Malmberg, 2006). Sixth, home ownership and duration of residence are also influential 

for the life satisfaction outcome of home relocation (De Jong et al., 2002; Blume, 2005). 

The motivation or expectation to move and changes associated with daily life are also 

considered to be important for change in life satisfaction after relocation. First, it is 

suggested that reasons to move and voluntariness of relocation are important predictors of 

satisfaction with outcome of home relocation (De Jong et al., 2002; Lundholm and 

Malmberg, 2006). Generally, the involuntary movers tend to report less gains in life 

satisfaction after move (Lundholm and Malmberg, 2006; Sloan, 2013). Second, life values 

in terms of openness to change and self-transcendence are also predictive of satisfaction 

with outcome of home relocation (Lundholm and Malmberg, 2006). Third, change in daily 

activities is associated with change in life satisfaction (Blume, 2005). Fourth, improvement 

in health and working capability is associated with more increase in life satisfaction (Blume, 

2005). Fifth, social networks at the new location also has important impacts on satisfaction 

with outcome of home relocation (Lundholm and Malmberg, 2006). 

2.5 Studies of home relocation in urban China 

Since the housing reform in late 1980s, more and more urban residents in China started 

to relocate their dwellings every year. Accordingly, studies have been conducted to interpret 

and explain home relocation in China. Similar to the studies reviewed above, studies of 

home relocation in urban China have also investigated the patterns, determinants and 

outcomes of home relocation. First, previous studies reveal a rapid increase in residential 

mobility in China after housing reform. The level of residential mobility is also high among 

Chinese migrants, esp. those with rural hukou status (Wu, 2006). However, the soaring 

prices of commercial houses and increase in homeownership tend to curb the further growth 

in residential mobility. Similar to the empirical findings of home relocation patterns in the 

Western context (e.g. Clark, 1982; Kamaci, 2012), intra-urban residential mobility takes a 
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dominant share of all types of home relocation in China (e.g. Li and Siu, 2001). However, it 

is noticeable that there are only a few studies on intra-urban residential mobility compared 

to the large body of literature on regional migration in China (Huang and Deng, 2006). 

Second, both housing characteristics and individual factors are considered as 

determinants of home relocation in China. However, while some individual variables such 

as age are shown to have similar effects to the Western studies, the life course approach and 

dissatisfaction approach are generally less applicable in Chinese cities (Li, 2004; Fang, 

2006). In contrast, some institutional factors have substantial impacts on home relocation in 

urban China. For example, it is revealed that state was still influential for both housing 

production and housing consumption through its control of land lease and access to 

subsidized housing after housing reform (Huang and Deng, 2006); the type of danwei and 

party membership are also related to housing tenure change associated with home relocation 

(e.g. Li and Li, 2006). 

Third, some studies have also examined the outcomes of home relocation in urban 

China. Because of the transitional nature of Chinese housing market, existing studies have 

mainly focused on the housing tenure change (e.g. Huang, 2004; Wu, 2004; Li and Li, 2006; 

Wang, 2011). Generally, a rapid increase in homeownership after home relocation was 

found with the privatization of public housing and the sale of commercial housing after 

housing reform. Some studies have also investigated the change in housing conditions 

associated with home relocation. These studies generally find improved housing conditions 

in terms of enlarged dwelling size and more housing equipment (e.g. Wu, 2004). However, 

the findings are not conclusive. E.g. there are evidences showing that a large share of 

movers have experienced significant increase in commuting time after home relocation (e.g. 

Wu, 2004; Day and Cervero, 2010); the intensification of housing differentiation (Liu et al., 

2012; Wu, 2002) and inequality in housing consumption (Logan et al., 1999) also imply that 

the outcomes of home relocation tend to be differential among various social cohorts. 

Furthermore, few studies have examined the impacts of home relocation on the movers. 

There is only a small body of studies focusing on the post-move residential satisfaction in 

some Chinese cities (e.g. Wu, 2004; Li and Song, 2009); however, no studies have 

examined the change in residential or life satisfaction after home relocation in urban China. 

To sum, existing studies of home relocation in urban China also mainly focus on the 

determinants of home relocation and change in residential environment after move. 
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However, no attention has been paid to the impacts of home relocation on the movers in 

China. Some findings on home relocation in urban China are also distinctive from those in 

the Western context. Therefore, more scholarly attention should be paid to the impacts of 

home relocation on the movers in urban China. 

2.6 Summary of research gaps in previous studies 

Home relocation is a major topic in geography, migration studies and housing studies. 

Existing studies mainly focus on two topics: determinants and outcomes of home relocation. 

As revealed in the literature review above, the majority of existing studies is focusing on the 

determinants rather than outcomes of home relocation. Moreover, the existing studies of 

outcomes of home relocation are mainly examining the change in residential environment 

from the perspective of housing career; however, only a small body of studies have 

examined the impacts of home relocation on the movers per se. This problem has been 

recognized and partly addressed by some recent studies (e.g. Lu, 2002; Barcus, 2004; De 

Jong et al., 2002; Nowok et al., 2013; Sloan, 2013). Nevertheless, while this limited number 

of existing studies do provide some important empirical evidences and theoretical 

perspectives, investigation of impacts of home relocation on the movers is still incomplete 

and many questions are left unaddressed. Generally, there are at least six research gaps in 

the existing studies on the outcomes of home relocation. 

First, not many studies have been conducted on the outcomes of intra-urban home 

relocation. According to the literature reviewed above, most existing studies have just 

examined the impacts of home relocation (or migration) on the movers yet few of them have 

considered the distance of home relocation. Some studies analyze the outcomes of long-

distance and short-distance relocation altogether (e.g. Nowok et al., 2013; Sloan, 2013); 

some others just focus on the relatively long-distance migration (e.g. Martin and Lichter, 

1983; Barcus, 2004; Melzer, 2011). Surprisingly, few studies have particularly investigated 

the outcomes of intra-urban residential relocation except studies of the forced movers. 

However, intra-urban move takes a dominant share in all types of home relocation 

(Ravenstein, 1885; Clark, 1982; Li and Siu, 2001). Considering that there are many 

differences in both the motivations and outcomes of home relocation with different 
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distances①, more studies should be conducted on the impacts of intra-urban home relocation 

on the movers. 

Second, insufficient attention has been paid to impacts of home relocation on ordinary 

movers. The existing studies, esp. studies of change in residential satisfaction after 

relocation, have mainly focused on the forced movers in public housing programs. For 

example, there are more than 20 studies of the outcomes of forced relocation yet only 4 

studies investigating change in residential satisfaction for ordinary movers. However, 

considering that many residents moving to public housing are involuntary and the outcomes 

of voluntary and involuntary housing moves are of substantial difference (Kleinhans and 

Van der Laan Bouma-Doff, 2008; Kearns and Mason, 2013; Oakley et al., 2013; Goetz, 

2002), it is arguable whether the findings based on movers to public housing programs 

apply to other types of movers (Posthumus et al., 2014). Therefore, more attention should be 

paid to the impacts of home relocation on the ordinary movers. 

Third, existing studies provide mixed evidences on the outcomes of home relocation in 

terms of change in both life satisfaction and residential satisfaction. For example, although 

some studies reveal that most movers have improved life satisfaction after relocation (e.g. 

Lundholm and Malmberg, 2006; Nowok et al., 2013), some others suggest that life 

satisfaction is quite stable and hardly changes after move (e.g. Nakazato et al., 2011). 

Existing studies have also reached little consensus in whether residential satisfaction 

increases after home relocation, especially for the forced relocation in public housing 

programs. For instance, despite of some supporting evidences for negative consequences of 

forced move (e.g. Goetz, 2002), a growing amount of studies indicate that the majority of 

those moving to public housings become more satisfied with their new housing and even 

neighborhood (e.g. Kearns and Mason, 2013). The inconsistencies among different studies 

may be because that they focus on different types of relocation. For example, long-distance 

move and involuntary relocation are more likely to lead to lower residential satisfaction. The 

different measures adopted to depict the outcomes of relocation may also contribute to the 

inconclusive findings. For instance, some studies focus on housing satisfaction yet some 

                                                   
① E.g. the long-distance migration is usually motivated by job-related reasons (Dieleman 2001) and 

expected to have more detrimental effects on the movers’ social network and health than the short-

distance moves. 
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others focus on neighborhood satisfaction. Similarly, while some studies directly ask the 

respondents to report post-move satisfaction (e.g. Posthumus et al., 2014) or evaluate the 

outcome of relocation (e.g. Lu, 2002; Barcus, 2004; Kearns and Mason, 2013; Lundholm 

and Malmberg, 2006; Sloan, 2013), some other studies are based on the reported residential 

or life satisfaction before and after move (e.g. Oakley et al., 2013). Considering these 

inconsistencies, it is necessary to conduct more empirical studies to test and explain the 

change in both residential satisfaction and life satisfaction after home relocation. 

Fourth, existing studies have not given adequate considerations of the effects of 

geographical factors on outcomes of home relocation. Probably because of the limitation of 

data availability, impacts of home relocation on ordinary movers have been mainly 

explained by the effects of various socio-demographic characteristics and reasons to move. 

Only a few studies have considered the effects of residential environment such as housing 

tenure, and neighborhood location. However, because it is the characteristics of residential 

environment rather than personal socioeconomics that are more likely to change after move, 

various residential environment variables are expected to be more explanative of change in 

the movers’ satisfaction. Therefore, it is necessary to incorporate the effects of change in 

residential environment in order to better explain outcomes of home relocation. 

Fifth, few studies have investigated the relationship between change in residential 

satisfaction and life satisfaction after move or the interactions between satisfaction with 

residence and other life domains. Since most existing studies have examined change in life 

satisfaction and change in residential satisfaction separately, it is difficult for them to 

explain why some studies find significant change in residential satisfaction yet insignificant 

change in life satisfaction after home relocation (e.g. Nakazato et al., 2011). I contend that 

the inconsistent change in residential and life satisfaction after move may be due to the 

trade-offs between residence and other life domains when people move. E.g. it is disclosed 

that the economically motivated movers reported higher employment satisfaction yet lower 

living environment satisfaction after move (De Jong et al., 2002). However, little scholarly 

effort has been devoted to the impacts of residential relocation on other domain satisfaction 

(such as travel satisfaction) or how change in satisfaction with different domains contributes 

to change in overall life satisfaction. As a result, more studies should be conducted to 

examine the interactions among change in satisfaction with different domains and their 

contribution to change in global life satisfaction. 
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At last, insufficient attention has been paid to the impacts of home relocation on the 

movers in China. On the one hand, while it is revealed that intra-urban residential mobility 

takes a major share of various types of home relocation in urban China, studies on intra-

urban residential mobility are much fewer than studies of inter-regional migration. On the 

other hand, not many studies have examined the outcomes of intra-urban home relocation in 

China. Particularly, while a few studies have examined the change in residential 

environment after move in urban China, no studies have investigated the change in movers’ 

residential satisfaction or life satisfaction. Therefore, it is necessary to pay more attention to 

the outcomes of home relocation (esp. change in the movers’ satisfaction) in China. The 

distinctive characteristics of Chinese transitional housing market may also provide some 

new findings different from those based on Western context. 

2.7 Conclusion 

Home relocation has been a hot topic in geography, housing studies and population 

research. This chapter has reviewed the existing studies of home relocation. It is shown that 

existing studies mainly highlight two issues: determinants and outcomes of home relocation. 

The determinants of home relocation mainly include residential environment and individual 

characteristics. Effects of residential environment on home relocation is mainly examined 

based on the equilibrium approach and effects of individual characteristics on home 

relocation are mainly studied from the life-course approach and dissatisfaction approach. 

The outcomes of home relocation also mainly include two aspects: change in residential 

environment and impacts of home relocation on the movers. The change in residential 

environment after home relocation is usually studied from the housing career perspective. 

The impacts of home relocation on the movers are mainly studied in terms of change in 

social ties, health conditions, residential satisfaction and life satisfaction. The studies of 

change in social ties and health conditions generally take home relocation as a stressing life 

event and emphasize the negative effects of home relocation. Studies of residential and life 

satisfaction take two competing perspectives. According to the assumptions of rational 

choice, movers are expected to be more satisfied with their residence and lives; however, 

according to the adaptation theory, residential and life satisfaction should be stable and may 

not change after move. Existing empirical studies seem to provide supporting evidences for 

both perspectives. Previous studies have also investigated the determinants of change in 
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residential and life satisfaction after home relocation. The personal and household 

socioeconomics are mainly incorporated to explain change in residential and life satisfaction 

(esp. for the ordinary movers). However, only modest effects have been found on the 

personal and household socioeconomics. 

I also summarize some gaps in the existing researches. It is contended that current 

studies have mainly focused on determinants rather than outcomes of home relocation. The 

impacts of home relocation on the movers are especially limited. Moreover, this small body 

of studies on the impacts of home relocation on the movers have paid much attention to the 

long-distance migrants and the forced movers yet scarcely examined the intra-urban 

ordinary movers. The findings on change in residential satisfaction and life satisfaction after 

home relocation also tend to be inconclusive. While some studies suggest that life 

satisfaction and residential satisfaction are improved after move, some other studies find no 

significant change. It is also noticeable that existing studies have paid little attention to the 

effects of change in residential environment on change in either residential satisfaction 

(except the forced movers) or life satisfaction. The interactions among different domains 

and the relationship between change in domain satisfaction and change in global life 

satisfaction associated with home relocation are not intensively studied, either. 

This dissertation aims to narrow these research gaps identified above. The following 

chapter will develop a conceptual model to explain change in residential satisfaction, travel 

satisfaction and life satisfaction after home relocation. 
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CHAPTER 3  CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

This chapter presents the conceptual framework to interpret how home relocation 

influences the movers’ residential, travel and life satisfaction. The chapter is structured as 

follows. The first section defines the perspective of this research. It is argued that subjective 

well-being (SWB) is an appropriate perspective to analyze impacts of home relocation on 

the movers. I also explain why the change in life satisfaction, residential satisfaction and 

travel satisfaction is considered as the main focus in this research. The second section 

defines the concepts of residential, travel and life satisfaction based on the theoretical 

perspectives of SWB. The third section explores how residential, travel and life satisfaction 

change after home relocation. A conceptual framework is developed accordingly. 

3.1 Research perspectives 

This research takes subjective well-being (SWB) as the major perspective to investigate 

impacts of home relocation on the movers. SWB is usually defined as “the degree to which 

an individual judges the overall quality of his life favorably” (Veenhoven, 1991; Ettema et 

al., 2010). It is a broad category of phenomena and an umbrella term that includes people's 

emotional responses, domain satisfactions, and global judgments of life satisfaction (Deiner, 

1984; Diener et al., 1999). Studies of SWB rose in 1970s and has become a major topic in 

psychology and economics (for a comprehensive review of SWB literature, see Diener et al., 

1999; Dolan et al., 2008). Recently, SWB has also been introduced into studies of 

residential satisfaction (e.g. Diaz-Serrano, 2009; Sirgy, 2012) and travel satisfaction (e.g. 

Ettema et al., 2010; Bergstad et al., 2011a). Therefore, SWB provides an appropriate 

perspective to comprehensively capture the impacts of home relocation on the movers’ 

quality of life from their own perspectives (Nowok et al., 2013). 

The existing studies of SWB also provide several useful theoretical perspectives to 

interpret impacts of home relocation on the movers. Since the 1980s, a series of theories 

have been developed in psychology and economics to interpret the dynamics of SWB. The 

most widely applied theory is the adaptation theory, which argues that an individual tends to 

have stable level of SWB and the deviations of one’s SWB after major life events are 

usually transitory. As reviewed above, the adaptation theory has been adopted by some 

studies to guide the analysis of change in life satisfaction after home relocation (e.g. Nowok 
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et al., 2013). Other relevant theoretical perspectives, such as bottom-up perspective of SWB, 

are also helpful to systematically understand change in both life satisfaction (e.g. Melzer, 

2011) and satisfaction with various life domains. Therefore, it is appropriate for this study to 

adopt SWB as the perspective to analyze impacts of home relocation on the movers. 

SWB is usually divided into the cognitive and affective components (Andrews and 

McKennell, 1980; Davern et al., 2007; Galinha and Pais-Ribeiro, 2008). The cognitive 

component of SWB mainly refers to life satisfaction and satisfaction with various life 

domains; the affective component mainly denotes the positive affects and negative affects. 

This study focuses on the cognitive components of SWB for two reasons. First, cognitive 

component of SWB is more stable and thus its change is less likely to be caused by the 

short-term variability and more meaningful to evaluate the success of policies. Second, few 

studies have examined change in positive and negative affects after home relocation. As a 

result, few theoretical perspectives or empirical evidences have been provided to predict and 

interpret dynamics in the movers’ positive and negative affects associated with home 

relocation. Therefore, this study mainly focuses on the cognitive components of SWB. 

Specifically, this study mainly focuses on the change in life satisfaction, residential 

satisfaction and travel satisfaction after home relocation. Life satisfaction is considered in 

this research because it is the global judgment of one’s quality of life and should reflect the 

overall change in the mover’s living conditions. As argued by De Jong et al. (2002), life 

satisfaction is the most salient subjective measures related to home relocation. However, 

because life satisfaction is composed of satisfaction with specific life domains (Diener, 2009; 

van Kamp et al., 2003), it is necessary to further investigate change in domain satisfaction 

after home relocation in order to fully explain impact of home relocation on the mover. 

Among various life domains, this study highlights satisfaction with residence and daily 

travel for two considerations. On the one hand, residence and travel are the two life domains 

most likely to change after home relocation. It is revealed that the main reasons for 

voluntary home relocation are job change, life-course event and adjustment of housing, 

neighborhood and accessibility (Clark and Onaka, 1983). However, it can be argued that the 

concern of job change is mainly related to travel (e.g. commute) and the real reasons for 

moves motivated by life-course events (e.g. the birth of child) are usually the changed 

housing demand or room stress. Therefore, it can be argued that the major changes in the 

mover’s living conditions should happen in the residential and travel domains; the 
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residential satisfaction and travel satisfaction as the global measure of one’s residential and 

travel conditions is also expected to capture the major aspects of change after home 

relocation. Moreover, change in travel satisfaction and residential satisfaction may be 

correlated. For example, it is contended that the movers usually have to make some trade-

offs between housing price (or good residential environment) and commuting cost (or 

convenient travel conditions) when they make decisions to move (e.g. Phe and Wakely, 

2000; Kim, 2010). Some studies also provide evidences of negative correlations between 

change in housing conditions and change in commuting time after home relocation (e.g. Wu, 

2004; Yang, 2006). As a result, it is necessary to incorporate change in both residential and 

travel satisfaction to explain change in life satisfaction. According to the considerations 

above, this research mainly tries to examine change in residential, travel and life satisfaction 

after move. To save space, I use “satisfaction” to denote residential satisfaction, travel 

satisfaction and life satisfaction altogether in the following of this dissertation. 

3.2 Key concepts 

Existing studies usually take two perspectives to conceptualize and interpret SWB. One 

perspective is the discrepancy theory, which considers SWB as the global evaluation of 

current situations according to certain standards of comparison. This theory derives from the 

cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) and is represented by Michalos’s (1985) 

multiple discrepancy theory and Oliver’s (1977) expectancy disconfirmation theory. The 

discrepancy theory can be summarized in a sequential model (Figure 3-1), in which sense of 

satisfaction is mainly determined by two factors: perceived attributes and standards of 

comparison. The perceived attributes are those salient in one’s memory or cognition when 

s/he evaluates the level of satisfaction. The standards of comparison can be both internal and 

external (Shin and Johnson, 1978; Michalos, 1985). The initial standards can be the quality 

one currently wants to have (needs or goals), expects to have after 5 years (aspirations), or 

has had in the past; the external standards usually refer to what the proximal others have and 

are discussed in the social comparison theory (Suls et al., 2002; Buunk et al., 1990). To sum, 

the discrepancy theory posits that satisfaction is inversely related to the discrepancies 

between one’s perceptions of certain attributes and his/her standards of comparison (Porter, 

1961; Campbell et al., 1976: 231; Michalos, 1985; Diener et al., 2002). Accordingly, if we 

do not consider the weights to aggregate incongruence of different attributes, one’s 
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satisfaction can be expressed as the following form: 

Satisfaction = perceived quality of attributes – comparison standards for each attribute 

 

Figure 3-1 The model of discrepancy theory of satisfaction 

Another perspective is represented by the time-sequence framework of SWB (Kim-

Prieto et al., 2005). This perspective argues that one gauges SWB by recalling or 

recollecting memories of past emotional experiences. As shown in Figure 3-2, it is 

contended that global satisfaction judgments are based on one’s emotional memories, which 

are constantly being reconstructed based on recalled emotional reactions in the past and are 

influenced by present emotional experiences, current values, beliefs, and motivations. 

Similarly, the activity theory of SWB also holds that happiness is a by-product of human 

activity (Diener, 1984), implying that SWB is formed based on the daily experiences rather 

than just the state of fulfillment of needs or goals. However, because individual’s memories 

are subject to various cognitive biases, one’s global judgment of SWB may be determined 

by availability of particularly vivid examples in memory (Miller et al., 1980). For example, 

it is found that people’s global evaluations of past affective episodes is heavily influenced 

by the affect experienced during just the most extreme (Peak) and the final (End) moments 

(Fredrickson and Kahneman, 1993; Fredrickson, 2000). This is usually termed as the “peak-

end rule” in evaluation of affective experience. 

However, it is noticeable that the second perspective is usually used to interpret the 

affective components of SWB and the first perspective is most widely adopted to interpret 

cognitive components of SWB. For example, most existing studies adopt the perspective of 

discrepancy theory to interpret residential satisfaction. Galster and Hesser (1981) view 

residential satisfaction as the dissonance between one’s ‘perceived actual environment’ and 

the ‘aspired-to environment’ (also see Galster, 1987; Lu, 1999; Kahana et al., 2003; Li and 

Wu, 2013); Yang (2008) defines residential satisfaction as the “degree to which people 

perceive their residential environment as able to meet their needs and further the attainment 
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of their goals”; Mohit et al. (2010) consider residential satisfaction as the feeling of 

fulfillment of “what one needs or desires in a house”. Some other studies also conceptualize 

residential satisfaction as the gap between one’s appraisals of different aspects of residential 

conditions and his/her referential standards for comparison (e.g. Amérigo and Aragonés, 

1997; Molin and Timmermans, 2003; Marans, 2003). Similar to residential satisfaction, 

travel satisfaction is also usually examined from the perspective of discrepancy theory. For 

example, Bergstad et al. (2011a) define travel satisfaction as the degree to which daily travel 

fulfill one’s specific needs or provides pleasurable level of consumption-related fulfilment; 

Stradling et al. (2007) consider travel as the perceived discrepancy between actual and ideal 

levels of travel service. Not many studies have given specific definitions of life satisfaction. 

However, because life satisfaction is usually interpreted as the simple aggregation or a 

function of satisfaction with different life domains (Cummins, 1996; van Praag et al., 2003; 

Rojas, 2006), it can also be interpreted from the discrepancy theory. Some empirical studies 

have also examined the relation between self-discrepancy (with goals) and life satisfaction 

(Chan, 1997). 

 

Figure 3-2 The sequential framework of SWB 

Source: based on Kim-Prieto et al., 2005. 

3.3 Theoretical considerations 

Based on the existing studies of SWB, we can develop a theoretical framework to 

interpret and explain change in residential, travel and life satisfaction after move. The rest of 
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this chapter will discuss the directions and determinants of change in satisfaction after home 

relocation, respectively. 

3.3.1 Directions of change in satisfaction after home relocation 

Based on the discrepancy theory and the simplified form of satisfaction summarized 

above, change in the mover’s satisfaction should be determined by two factors: change in 

perceived quality of relevant attributes and change in standards of comparison for those 

attributes. As reviewed above, the possible directions of change in perceived quality of 

relevant attributes can be predicted based on the assumption of rational behavior. For 

example, it is usually assumed that home relocation is a way to become better off at least 

subjectively (Ziegler and Britton, 1981) and people usually decide to move when they 

believe that the expected gains overweight the costs (e.g. Parkes et al., 2002). Therefore, the 

perceived quality of various attributes are generally expected to change in the positive 

direction after move. However, this argument only has “predictive validity” (Michalos, 

1996). On the one hand, because the mover’s decision to move is made based on the 

evaluation of all life domains rather than a specific domain, it is possible that the perceived 

attributes in certain domains become worse due to the limitations of financial resouces. For 

example, it is argued that people usually have to make trade-offs between dwelling and 

travel conditions when they move (e.g. Weisbrod et al., 1980). As a corollary, the movers 

motivated by housing-related reasons may not report higher levels of travel satisfaction. On 

the other hand, considering that people’s decisions to move are usually made under 

constraints of their capability to access information, the new residential environment after 

relocation is not necessarily better-off than the previous one (Lu, 2002). For example, it is 

contended that people may be prevented from achieving their expectations due to the 

availability, imperfectness and uncertainty of information utilized in the process of 

searching for an alternative location (Brown and Moore, 1970; Quigley and Weinberg, 1977; 

Lu, 2002; Barcus, 2004). The misjudgment before relocation may lead households moving 

to a place with even worse housing conditions or less desirable neighborhood environment. 

This has been partly supported by the high rate of repeated housing move and return move. 

As for change in the movers’ standards of comparison, there are two most possible 

situations (Figure 3-3). The first one is that the mover has stable standards of comparison 

after relocation. This is particularly true in a relatively short period after move because 

people’s preferences and aspirations are usually stable if they have not experienced major 
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life events. If this is true, change in satisfaction would be the reflection of change in relevant 

attributes. The second situation is that the mover’s standards to evaluate the relevant 

attributes after move co-vary with the change in those attributes. This is the major argument 

of adaptation theory, which holds that people tend to reduce their internal responses to the 

constant states (e.g. pain) and direct attention to the new changes (Frederick and 

Loewenstein, 1999). According to the adaptation theory, people tend to adapt to the changed 

circumstances by paying less attention to changes or adjusting their aspirations (e.g. 

Lyubomirsky, 2010). This makes change in the mover’s state of SWB (esp. life satisfaction) 

fade with time and gradually return to its baseline soon after the occurrence of a life event 

such as divorce, unemployment and disability. Supporting this argument, it is revealed that 

people tend to become desensitized to adverse residential environment by reducing their 

aspirations if they are unable to adjust it (Morris and Winter, 1975; Campbell et al. 1976; 

Priemus, 1986; Elliott et al., 1997). By the same token, the movers may also become 

habituated to sources of satisfaction after relocation due to increased aspirations. It is 

noticeable that adaptation to a life event usually takes a period of time varying from three 

months to around two years (e.g. Diener et al., 2006; Frijters et al., 2011). Therefore, if we 

interview the mover after two years, we may fail to observe any change in the mover’s level 

of satisfaction since s/he has become fully adapted to the new environment. However, if we 

interview the movers within the period of adaptation, we may find an incomplete hedonic 

adaptation (e.g. Lucas et al., 2003; Diener et al., 2006; Lucas, 2007; Headey et al., 2010), in 

which the satisfaction level is restoring to yet still differs from the baseline level. 

To sum, the mover’s satisfaction is not necessarily improved after home relocation. On 

the one hand, since home relocation is usually motivated by pursuit of better living 

conditions, the movers are expected to experience higher level of satisfaction after move 

based on the assumption of rational behavior. On the other hand, because the movers may 

make some trade-offs among different life domains and adapt to the new living conditions, 

their satisfactions are not necessarily improved after home relocation. The empirical studies 

also provide mixed evidences of change in the mover’s satisfaction after move. As reviewed 

in Chapter 2, there are many studies showing that a substantial share of respondents has 

reported long-term and significant boost in both residential satisfaction (e.g. Lu, 2002) and 

life satisfaction (e.g. Lundholm and Malmberg, 2006; Melzer, 2011). These results suggest 

that most movers have improved their living conditions and have not become fully adapted 
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to the new environment. However, there are studies showing that home relocation brings 

less pronounced change in life satisfaction because of trade-offs between different life 

domains (e.g. Nakazato et al., 2011). To complicate matters further, there are also evidences 

of changing aspirations after move. For example, Frijters et al. (2011) reveal that people can 

adapt to the effects of residential mobility in a short time; Schutt et al. (1997) show that 

post-move life satisfaction is not affected by the change in physical quality of housing; 

Kahya et al. (2009) suggest that while those moving into the old persons' home do not want 

to send someone in their family to where they live, most (86.7%) of them are pleased with 

their living. These findings support the adaptation theory and imply that the movers tend to 

form new comparison standards similar to their new living conditions shortly after 

relocation. Therefore, the patterns of change in the mover’s satisfaction need to be examined 

based on the empirical data. 

 

* Theoretically, there are other possibilities (e.g. standards of comparison and attributes may change in the 

opposite directions). However, they are not considered here because the two situations presented above are most 

common. The change in (dis)satisfaction before move is not considered, either. 

Figure 3-3 The model of discrepancy theory of satisfaction change 

3.3.2 Factors influencing change in satisfaction 

According to the discrepancy theory, one’s satisfaction should be mainly influenced by 

two components: attributes entered the evaluation of satisfaction and standards of 

comparison of those attributes. As a corollary, change in satisfaction should be mainly 

determined by change in these two components. However, probably because that 
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individuals’ standards of comparison are difficult to measure or verify② , most existing 

studies of satisfaction have only focused on various attributes entered one’s evaluation of 

satisfaction (the only exceptions are Kahana et al., 2003; Chan, 1997). Therefore, this study 

considers change in various attributes entered the evaluation of satisfaction as the major 

determinants of change in satisfaction. 

Generally, the specific attributes considered when people evaluate their satisfaction 

with a specific life domain can be identified in two ways. One is based on the studies of 

components of domain satisfaction or life domain itself. These studies are usually based on 

the clarification of latent structure of (satisfaction with) a specific life domain (e.g. 

residence). For example, residential satisfaction is usually examined in terms of housing 

satisfaction and neighborhood satisfaction (e.g. Phillips et al., 2005; Li and Song, 2009; 

Dekker et al., 2011) and neighborhood satisfaction usually denotes satisfaction with various 

dimensions of neighborhood environment such as safety, accessibility and attractiveness 

(e.g. Lovejoy et al., 2010). Therefore, it can be argued that change in the major dimensions 

of a specific life domain should contribute to the change in satisfaction. The other method is 

based on the findings on determinants of satisfaction. For example, we can argue that the 

major attributes one considers when evaluating satisfaction should have significant effects 

on his/her level of satisfaction. As a corollary, we can adopt the change in the significant 

predictors as the major determinants of change in satisfaction. 

This research mainly takes the latter method to identify the most explanatory indicators 

influencing change in satisfaction because there are more studies of determinants than 

components of satisfaction. Specifically, this study mainly considers change in the 

predictors of residential satisfaction to explain change in residential satisfaction. Similarly, 

change in the predictors of travel satisfaction is mainly applied to explain change in travel 

satisfaction. By considering travel and residence as the two major domains which change 

after move, this research mainly incorporates change in major predictors of residential 

satisfaction and travel satisfaction to explain change in life satisfaction. However, it is 

arguable whether change in the predictors of residential and travel satisfaction influences 

change in overall life satisfaction directly or indirectly. According to the discrepancy theory, 

                                                   
② For example, while a person is easy to tell whether a situation is acceptable, s/he is difficult to 

depict the exact standard of acceptable situation. 
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life satisfaction is directly formed based on evaluation of the attributes (such as housing 

conditions and neighborhood quality) in residential and travel domain. However, according 

to the hierarchical information integration theory (Louviere, 1984; Molin and Timmermans, 

2003), people usually first group attributes into logical, functional or other subsets when 

evaluating a construct with a large number of attributes. Considering that life satisfaction is 

a rather comprehensive construct, it is possible for people to first form satisfaction with 

different life domains and then aggregate them into overall life satisfaction. Supporting this 

argument, there are studies suggesting that residential satisfaction fully mediates the effects 

of dwelling conditions on life satisfaction or SWB (e.g. Sirgy and Cornwell, 2002; Phillips 

et al., 2005; Sugiyama and Thompson, 2007). Therefore, this research considers both direct 

and indirect effects of change in predictors of residential satisfaction and travel satisfaction 

on change in life satisfaction. 

It is noticeable that some predictors of satisfaction are quite stable before and after 

move. E.g. some personal and household socioeconomics such as gender and education 

attainment tend to have impacts on satisfaction yet they hardly change after move. 

According to the discussions above, effects of these time-invariant variables should be 

netted out and can be ignored. However, these variables may still have important impacts on 

change in satisfaction by influencing how the mover evaluates the outcome of home 

relocation. Two groups of variables are usually considered in previous studies. First, it is 

argued that motivations to move are usually closely related to appreciation of the outcomes 

of home relocation and thus may influence change in satisfaction. For example, it is shown 

that the involuntary movers or those who prefer to remaining in original neighborhood over 

relocating are less likely to report improvement in residential and life satisfaction (e.g. 

Lundholm and Malmberg, 2006; Goetz, 2010; Oakley et al., 2013). The various reasons to 

move (e.g. pursuit of improvement in housing vs. daily travel) are also related to the 

mover’s expectation of change in different life domains and thus may derive different 

degrees of satisfaction from the same change in a life domain. E.g. people moving for 

housing related reasons are more likely to report positive change in residential satisfaction 

than those motivated by other reasons (Lu, 2002; Sloan, 2013). Second, the mover’s 

personal and household socioeconomics may also have effects on change in satisfaction. For 

example, according to the life-course approach, people at different life stages may have 

different needs and thus should be sensitive to change in different aspects of attributes of 
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living conditions. Moreover, because the decision to move is usually made in unit of 

household rather than individual (Massey, 1990), the outcome of home relocation may have 

different implications for different household members. For example, because the female 

movers are more likely to be tied or trailing spouses (Shihadeh, 1991; Bonney and Love, 

1991), they may settle in a place which does not suit their needs and thus more likely to be 

negatively affected by home relocation (Magdol, 2002). Therefore, we should also control 

the effects of motivations to move and personal and household socioeconomic variables on 

change in satisfaction. 

3.3.3 A conceptual model of change in satisfaction 

Based on the existing theoretical perspectives and the discussions above, a conceptual 

model is formed to portray how the mover’s residential, travel and life satisfaction change 

after home relocation (Figure 3-4). This model mainly incorporates three groups of 

independent variables: change in predictors of residential satisfaction, change in predictors 

of travel satisfaction, and the control variables including motivations to move and personal 

and household socioeconomics. First, change in residential satisfaction should be mainly 

determined by the change in predictors of residential satisfaction. The effects of motivations 

to move and socioeconomics may also influence change in residential satisfaction. The 

specific variables to explain change in residential satisfaction can be defined based on 

existing studies of the determinants of residential satisfaction and will be discussed in the 

subsequent analyses (Chapter 5). Second, change in travel satisfaction after move should be 

mainly influenced by the change in predictors of travel satisfaction. The effects of 

motivations to move and socioeconomics should also be controlled. The specific variables 

to predict change in travel satisfaction can be defined based on existing studies of 

determinants of travel satisfaction and will be discussed in detail later (Chapter 6). Third, 

according to the discussions above, the determinants of change in residential and travel 

satisfaction may influence change in life satisfaction both directly and indirectly. 
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Figure 3-4 Theoretical model 

3.4 Conclusions 

This chapter has discussed the theoretical perspectives to examine impacts of home 

relocation on the movers. It is suggested that SWB is an appropriate perspective in this 

research. According to the conceptual framework of SWB, the cognitive components of 

SWB, composed of life satisfaction and domain satisfaction, are the most salient subjective 

measures related to home relocation. Considering that residential and travel conditions are 

the two major concerns in one’s decision to move, this research mainly focuses on change in 

satisfaction with residential and travel domains. The discrepancy theory is adopted in this 

research to conceptualize and explain (change in) satisfaction. Two competing predictions of 

the direction of change in satisfaction are made based on different theories: while the 

movers are expected to be more satisfied after move according to the assumption of rational 

behavior, they may still report no significant satisfaction change based on the adaptation 

theory. A conceptual model is developed to explain change in satisfaction, which should be 

mainly determined by change in predictors of satisfaction and control variables such as 

motivation to move and socioeconomics. The following chapters will examine change in 

satisfaction after move based on this theoretical model. 
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CHAPTER 4  CASE, DATA AND METHODOLOGIES 

This chapter introduces the data and methods adopted in the subsequent empirical 

analyses of change in residential satisfaction, travel satisfaction and life satisfaction. The 

chapter is organized as follows. The first section introduces the context of home relocation 

in China and explains why Beijing is chosen as the study area in this research. The 

following chapter presents the process of data collection and sample characteristics. The 

third section elaborates the methods adopted in the following analyses. 

4.1 Study case 

This research focuses on the home relocation in urban China. Home relocation became 

prevalent after housing reform in urban China. Before 1980s, housing in urban China was 

provided by danwei (work unit) as part of the welfare package under a unified management 

system (Liu et al., 2012). Under this system, most residents had no choice but to wait for the 

allocation of housing from danwei (Wang and Murie, 2000; Wang and Li, 2004). Under this 

circumstance, residential mobility in pre-reform China was quite low. After the market 

mechanism was introduced into the housing system since 1988 (Li and Huang, 2006), 

housing relocation was initiated by the danwei authorities and municipal housing bureau as 

they started to sell the previously rented houses (Li and Siu, 2001). With the deepening of 

commercialization of housing provision and diversification of housing types, households 

were given more freedom to choose their preferred dwellings and neighborhoods (Huang 

and Deng, 2006). As a result, residential mobility in urban China increased substantially in 

the new millennium as many residents adjust their housing consumption according to their 

housing needs or acquire homeownership (Li, 2004). 

However, it is noticeable that there are some distinctive characteristics of home 

relocation in urban China. Firstly, since the Chinese urbanites did not have their own home 

ownership under the danwei system, they may have different expectations of the outcomes 

of home relocation compared with their Western counterparts. For example, they may have 

stronger desires for home ownership and personalized adjustment of room spaces. This may 

influence how they evaluate the outcomes of home relocation. Secondly, home relocation in 

urban China is associated with significant transformation of built environment promoted by 

the large-scale urban expansion in the outlying areas and redevelopment of the inner city 
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(Wu, 2004; Shen and Wu, 2013). This process is usually associated with decline of the 

traditional danwei neighborhoods, which may have distinctive impacts on the movers. Third, 

with the housing commercialization promoted by both marketing forces (e.g. capital flow) 

and institutional factors (e.g. the state-led land conversion), the housing prices in urban 

China are also rising rapidly. The high-rise prices of commercial housing not only forced 

many social vulnerable groups (e.g. landless peasant and urban poor) to move out, but also 

imposed heavy financial burdens on the homebuyers. Therefore, the movers or homebuyers 

may experience profound and lasting changes in their quality of life after move. Considering 

the transitional nature of Chinese housing market and the distinctive characteristics of home 

relocation in China, the outcomes of home relocation in China may be different from its 

Western counterparts. Therefore, it is necessary to pay more attention to the outcomes of 

home relocation in urban China. 

This research takes Beijing, the capital city of China, as the study area to examine 

impacts of home relocation on the movers in urban China. Beijing is one of China’s largest 

cities with a land area of 16,410 km2. According to the 2010 Population Census, the 

permanent population (changzhu renkou) in Beijing was 19.61 million, in which 12.89 

million hold urban hukou. The city is usually divided into three areas: the ‘central urban 

area’, ‘inner-suburban area’, and ‘outer suburban area’ (Wang and Li, 2004; Zhao et al., 

2010). The four urban districts③, encircled by the Second Ring Road, are Dongcheng, 

Xicheng, Chongwen and Xuanwu districts. The inner-suburban districts are Chaoyang in the 

northeast, Haidian in the northwest, Fengtai in the south and southwest, and Shijingshan in 

the far west. The outer-suburban region consists of eight districts (Shunyi, Tongzhou, 

Daxing, Fangshan, Mentougou, Changping, Huairou and Pinggu) and two counties (Miyun 

and Yanqing). However, because the Huairou and Pinggu districts and two counties in the 

outer-suburban region are generally less-developed rural areas (the urbanization rates in 

these districts were less than 50% in 2010, much lower than the other districts) and far away 

from the urban districts, they were not included in this survey. The 14 districts examined in 

this study are shown in Figure 4-1. 

                                                   
③ During the period of this study, Chongwen district and Xuanwu district were combined into the new 

Dongcheng and Xicheng district, respectively. However, since many statistics are still based on the 

old districts and most participants in the new districts still recognized them as residents of the old 

districts, this study uses the old administrative division. 
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Figure 4-1 Urban spatial structure of Beijing and the study area 

Beijing was selected as the study case for two reasons. First, residential mobility in 

Beijing is representative and has been examined in previous studies. Driven by government-

initiated relocation and development, construction of suburban housing and shopping malls, 

and rising private car ownership, residential mobility in Beijing increased in as early as the 

1980s. According to the study by Li (2004), the average annual residential mobility rate 

within Beijing reached a peak of 6.2% in 1985. The 2010 Population Census also suggests 

that 10.62 million migrants (54.2% of the total population) had left their registered residence 

for more than 6 months, many of whom have changed their residence in Beijing. For 

instance, among the 9 types of migrants classified by the census data, around 1 million 

moved because of “displacement and relocation” (Figure 4-2), which mainly happens within 

Beijing (in contrast, most migrants moving for “job-seeking and business” are rural-urban 

migrant workers from other provinces). The early emergence and large scale of intra-urban 

home relocation makes Beijing a representative case which is widely used in studies of 

residential mobility (e.g. Li, 2004) and suburbanization (e.g. Feng et al., 2008; Zhao, 2010; 
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Wu and Phelps, 2011). The rich findings in these studies can be used as reference of 

comparison in this research. 

 

Souce: Tabulation on the 2010 Population Census of People’s Republic of China. 

Figure 4-2 Distribution of different types of migrants in Beijing (2010) 

Second, the restructuring of housing market in Beijing is also representative of what 

happens in Chinese cities after housing reform. The traditional work-unit system used to 

prevail in Beijing (Li, 2000). However, with the privatization of housing provision, a vast 

number of government organizations and many large state enterprises no longer built their 

own housing and started to purchase commodity housing from the market. The 

commercialization of housing provision enriched the housing types and housing tenures in 

Beijing. For example, gated communities have emerged in the outer-suburban districts 

(Gaubatz, 1999; Huang and Jiang, 2009). The commercial housing ownership has taken a 

large share of all housing tenures in Beijing. According to the 2010 Population Census, 

housing tenures are classified into two types of renting (low-rent housing and other rental 

housing) and six types of ownership (self-built housing, commodity housing, second-hand 

housing, affordable housing, privatized housing and others). It is noticeable that commodity 

housing has taken a dominant share (the composition of ‘other rental housing’ is considered 

to be the same as structure of housing ownership, i.e. most rental housing are also 

commodity housing) in the total housing stock in Beijing (Figure 4-3). Housing price also 

increased a lot since housing reform in Beijing. According to the “China Real Estate 
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Statistics Yearbook” (2011: pp. 138), the average price for commercial housing in Beijing in 

2010 was as high as RMB 28.7 thousand Yuan, which is nearly 18 times of the price in 1992 

(Wang and Li, 2004). Both the transitions of housing tenure structure and increase in 

housing price in Beijing are typical in urban China. Therefore, Beijing is a good case to 

study outcomes of residential relocation in Chinese cities. 

 

Souce: Tabulation on the 2010 Population Census of People’s Republic of China. 

Figure 4-3 Distribution of housing tenures in Beijing (2010) 

4.2 Sample survey and data 

This section introduces the design, sampling process and characteristics of sample 

survey adopted in this research. 

4.2.1 Longitudinal design 

Given the financial and practical limitations, many previous studies rely on cross-

sectional designs to examine impacts of home relocation on the movers. However, the 

longitudinal design are believed to have at least three strengths over the cross-sectional 

design. First, longitudinal design allows the separation of cross-sectional and longitudinal 

effects (Skrondal and Rabe-Hesketh, 2004: pp.80). In contrast, the cross-sectional 

approaches can only examine the differences between different individual units and time 

slices together. As a result, it can be argued that cross-sectional studies may lead to biased 

findings on changes within each individual without fully controlling the between-individual 
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differences (e.g. Heavey et al., 1995; Gottman and Krokoff, 1989). Second, the longitudinal 

design can provide more reliable evidences for making causal inferences. In comparison, the 

analysis based on cross-sectional data merely reflects correlations. Since there should be a 

temporal precedence for the predictor variables to cause effects (Granger, 1969; Idris, 2011), 

longitudinal design is more likely to avoid the erroneous conclusions caused by wrong order 

of timing, such as reverse causality and common method variance. The longitudinal design 

can thus provide more robust estimation of the determinants of change in movers’ 

satisfaction and more valuable information for policy making. Third, longitudinal design is 

believed to be able to provide more accurate measures of the change in satisfaction after 

home relocation. Because people always try to avoid dissonance between attitudes and 

behaviors (Lundholm and Malmberg, 2006), they are prone to answer in a manner that 

aligns their response with behaviors (Festinger, 1957). As a result, when asking the movers 

to directly compare their current living conditions with the ones prior to move, they are 

more likely to report a positive improvement to affirm their decision-making (Sloan, 2013). 

In comparison, if we interview the respondents to just report current level of satisfaction, 

they should be less affected by the cognitive dissonance issue. 

Therefore, this study adopts the longitudinal design. The data is from two waves of 

survey conducted in 14 districts in Beijing. The two-wave survey belongs to the longitudinal 

study of home relocation and activity-travel behavior change, which is financially sponsored 

by the Research Grants Council of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (Grant No. 

HKBU244610). The first wave of survey targeted on those who were planning to move to a 

new house within Beijing in the following 6 months. A follow-up survey was conducted 

about one year after the first wave of survey. We choose one year as the interval of the two 

waves of survey because it usually takes 6 to 18 months for the movers to adjust to the new 

dwellings (Carlisle-Frank, 1992) and form stable judgments of their new living conditions. 

4.2.2 Sampling and data collection 

A multi-stage stratified sampling method was adopted (Figure 4-4). First, the sample 

sizes in different districts were determined according to the volumes of housing transactions 

in each urban district④. While there are ‘sitting purchase’ in the case of renting-to-owning 

                                                   
④  The statistics on new property transaction in each district were obtained from the web of 

Committee of Municipal and Rural Construction (http://bjfdc.yayuan.org/public/Index.asp); the 

http://bjfdc.yayuan.org/public/Index.asp
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housing transition (Song, 2010), the housing transactions data is by far the best 

approximation of various intra-urban home relocation. Second, the sample quotas were 

further distributed according to the structure of housing market among three housing tenures: 

renters, new property buyers and second-hand property buyers ⑤ . Third, the potential 

respondents were randomly approached through three channels: Real Estate Exchange 

Centers in each district, large furniture and decoration market and cold calls. Eligible 

respondents were identified by asking them “Are you going to move in half a year?”. The 

positive respondents and their household members above 11 years old (who are assumed to 

be able to make judgments independently) were invited to finish the questionnaire through 

face-to-face interviews. This study targets to cover all relocated household members 

because the impacts of home relocation may vary among them. For example, the female 

movers are more likely to be tied spouses (e.g. Shihadeh, 1991) and thus may gain less from 

home relocation (Boyle et al., 2001; Coulter et al., 2012). A small amount of monetary 

rewards (50-100 RMB) were directly paid to the participated household after the members 

successfully finished the interview. 

 

Figure 4-4 The procedure of sampling 

 

 

                                                                                                                                               
volume of transactions of second-hand housing was gained from the “Report on second-hand housing 

market in Beijing (2010 December)” released by China Realty Research Center; number of renters 

was based on the “In-depth analysis of real estate tenancy market in Beijing (2010)” conducted by 

Weiye “I love my home” Marketing Academy. 

⑤  The proportion of these three samples was 1:2:1 in 2010 in Beijing. However, due to the 

“Apartment Purchasing Limitation Act” issued in February 2011, this proportion changed to around 

1:1:8 in 2011. Therefore, the share of second-hand home buyers was smaller than originally proposed. 
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The first wave of survey was initiated in November 2011 and finished in July 2012. 

1,243 members from 467 households successfully completed the first wave of survey. The 

households who were going to buy new, second-hand properties and rent houses are 161, 

186 and 120, respectively. The households who participated in the first wave of survey were 

all invited to attend the follow-up survey one year later (since April 2013). The households 

were contacted through the household heads. If the household split (e.g. the younger 

household members set up a new family), only the household members living together with 

the household head (in this survey the household heads are generally from the better-

educated, younger generation) in the first wave of survey were tracked. The follow-up 

survey was finished in August 2013. Because some households could not be contacted 

within the interview schedule or refused to participate, only 229 households were 

successfully interviewed in the second wave of survey. Considering that this survey is 

following the respondents rather than the housing unit, which is used in the American 

Housing Survey, this follow-up response rate (43%) is acceptable. The number of household 

members who participated in both waves of survey is 537. 

4.2.3 Sample profile 

Table 4-1 displays the characteristics of the participants in both waves of this survey. It 

is shown that most of the participants in this research are middle-aged, well educated, 

married, employed and local movers. The sample characteristics are quite similar between 

two waves, suggesting no evidence of significant selection bias caused by non-response. 

The interviewed households in average stayed in their housing for around 10 years before 

move. The small decrease in average household size implies that home relocation is often 

associated with household split in Beijing. The decrease in the share of the elderly (over 59) 

and increase in percent of the married also confirm that many younger household members 

formed new families after move. A large share (46.90%) of these households lived in non-

commercial housing (including the self-built housing, subsidized housing, work unit and 

hutong) before move; however, many of them moved to commercial housing. Supporting 

the early evidences of suburbanization in Chinese large cities (e.g. Li and Siu, 2001), more 

households moved to the suburb than the urban center. The dwelling size, home ownership 

and car ownership all increased after home relocation, suggesting that both housing 

conditions and travel mobility have been improved after move. 
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Table 4-1 Sample profile 

Variable Classification 
Wave 1 Wave 2 

Cases %/Mean Cases %/Mean 

Personal 

characteristics 

 
N=1243  N=537  

Gender Male 600 48.27 252 46.93 

 Female 643 51.73 285 53.07 
Age <19 32 2.57 8 1.49 

 19-39 528 42.48 240 44.69 
 40–59 478 38.46 217 40.41 

 >59 205 16.49 72 13.41 
Education Junior Secondary or lower 249 20.03 75 13.97 

 High School 632 50.84 276 51.40 
 University or above 362 29.12 186 34.64 
Marital status Married 1005 80.85 458 85.29 

 Others 238 19.15 79 14.71 
Employment 
status 

Full time worker 759 61.06 348 64.80 

Others 484 38.94 189 35.20 
Hukou status Beijing native 1040 83.67 467 86.96 

 Migrant 203 16.33 70 13.04 

Household 

characteristics 

 
N=467  N=229  

Location Urban center 112 23.98 35 15.28 

 Inner suburb 194 41.54 126 55.02 
 Outer suburb 161 34.48 68 29.69 

Housing tenure Owner 267 57.17 182 79.48 
 Renter and others 200 42.83 47 20.52 
Housing type commercial housing 248 53.10 145 63.32 
 Non-commercial housing 219 46.90 84 36.68 
Dwelling size m2 465 63.18 229 72.98 
Household size persons 467 2.86 229 2.78 
Monthly 
household 

income (¥) 

<=5,999 65 13.95 35 15.28 
6,000-9,999 143 30.69 77 33.62 

10,000-19,999 205 43.99 87 37.99 
 >=20,000 53 11.37 30 13.10 
Presence of child With a child under 12 96 20.56 46 20.09 

With no child under 12 371 79.44 183 79.91 
Car ownership Owner 166 35.55 123 53.71 
 Not an owner 301 64.45 106 46.29 

Duration of 
residence 

months 
467 122.86 229 11.24 

4.3 Methods 

The methods to investigate patterns and determinants of change in satisfaction in this 

research are selected based on previous studies and the requirement of the survey data. 

Previous studies mainly adopt tabulation (e.g. Kearns and Mason, 2013) and growth curve 

method (e.g. Nakazato et al., 2011) to examine patterns of change and apply multiple linear 

regression (e.g. Oakley et al., 2013; Sloan, 2013) or multinomial and logistic regressions 

models (e.g. Lu, 2002; Barcus, 2004) to examine determinants of change in residential and 

life satisfaction after relocation. However, some of these methods are improper due to the 



 

56 

characteristics of the survey data in this research. The following of this section explains the 

major characteristics of the survey data and recommends appropriate methods for the 

following analyses. 

4.4.1 The longitudinal data analysis 

The most widely used longitudinal methods are fixed-effect panel model, growth curve 

model and generalized estimating equations (Skrondal and Rabe-Hesketh, 2004). Recently, 

the latent change score method is also becoming popular in studies of repeated measures 

data (McArdle, 2009). However, these methods usually need more than two waves of data 

(Johnson, 2005; Allison, 1994). The methods most widely applied in two-wave data are the 

cross-lagged model and difference model (Kenny, 1975; Liker et al., 1985; Allison, 1990; 

Johnson, 2005). The former is usually used to test the direction of causal relations (e.g. 

Hülsheger et al., 2010) and the latter is usually applied to control effects of time-invariant 

variables and explain the change in dependent variable (Goetz, 2010; Oakley et al., 2013). It 

is suggested that the difference model performs better than the cross-lagged model in most 

non-experimental studies (Johnson, 2005; Allison, 1990; Allison, 1994) and has been widely 

used to estimate the effects of events (or transition) based on two-wave data in sociology 

(Johnson, 2005; Kalmijn and Monden, 2006; Mesch et al., 2008), gerontology and 

economics (e.g. Min et al., 2005; Idris, 2011; Firebaugh and Beck, 1994). Considering that 

the major focus of this study is not the causal direction but determinants of changes in 

satisfaction, I mainly adopt the difference model in the following analysis. 

As its name shows, difference model generally uses the change in predictor variables to 

model change in dependent variable (∆X→∆Y). Let Si be the satisfaction at wave j (j=1 or 2) 

for person i, Xi be the time-variant independent variables (e.g. residential environment and 

travel conditions), Zi be the control variables. Based on the studies conducted by Liker et al. 

(1985), Allison (1990), Firebaugh and Beck (1994) and Johnson (2005), change in 

satisfaction can be specified as follows: 

 

Where ∆S=S2-S1, ∆X=X2-X1, β and γ are the regression coefficients, α* is the constant 

and ε' is the error term. 

This model has been widely used in previous studies to explain the outcomes of an 

event (e.g. Johnson, 2005; Mesch et al., 2008), including urban redevelopment (Oakley et 
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al., 2013). The independent variables Xi are usually selected based on the major 

determinants of Si; the control variables Zi are those which may have effects on ∆S. For 

example, personal socioeconomics are usually controlled when there are individual 

differences between change score of dependent variable (e.g. Min et al., 2005; Kalmijn and 

Monden, 2006). In some studies, the variables at the first wave (X1) are also incorporated to 

capture the floor and ceiling effects (Firebaugh and Beck, 1994). However, it is argued that 

the inclusion of baseline variables may introduce even more biases (e.g. Glymour et al., 

2005). Therefore, this study only considers the motivations to move and socioeconomics as 

the control variables. 

4.4.2 The mediating effects 

As the conceptual model above suggests, change in residential environment and travel 

conditions may influence change in life satisfaction indirectly through the mediating effects 

of change in residential and travel satisfaction. Accordingly, change in residential and 

change in travel satisfaction is both dependent variables (for change in residential 

environment and travel conditions) and independent variables (for change in life 

satisfaction). To model the mediating effects, a structural equation model (SEM) is 

recommended. SEM is also referred to as causal modeling, causal analysis, simultaneous 

equation modeling, analysis of covariance structures, path analysis or confirmatory factor 

analysis (Ullman and Bentler, 2003). It is capable to account for the mediating effects 

(through a path model) and has been widely used in many disciplines (Bollen, 1989; Bentler 

and Yuan, 1999; Ullman and Bentler, 2003), including travel behavior modeling (Golob, 

2003; Cao, 2013) and researches on satisfaction (e.g. Galster and Hesser, 1981; Molin and 

Timmermans, 2003; McCrea et al., 2005; Hur et al., 2010). Therefore, I also use the SEM 

method in this research. 

4.4.3 The hierarchical structure of the survey data 

This survey contains all the household members over 11 years old. However, since the 

changes in residential environment are generally the same for different members in the same 

household, their effects on change in satisfaction should be correlated. This violates the 

independence and normality assumptions and may make the estimation not efficient 

(Goldstein, 2003). To overcome this problem, researchers usually apply the multi-level 

method (e.g. Adams, 1992; Huang and Clark, 2002; Mohan and Twigg, 2007; Yang, 2008; 

Dekker et al., 2011; Permentier et al., 2011). This method is also known as hierarchical 
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model and random-coefficient model. It is designed for the clustered or nested data-sets, 

such as employees from different companies and students from different schools. Since the 

household members are nested in different households, the multilevel models are also 

widely used in household survey data (e.g. Rice et al., 1998; Akhtar and Rathi, 2009; 

Peterson et al., 2009). However, because the size of a household (the members in each 

household are less than 5 in this survey) is relatively small and thus limits the power of 

statistical test⑥ (Snijders, 2005), the variances in fitted coefficients at the household level 

(random slope) are usually not considered. Therefore, this study utilizes a series of two-level 

multi-level models with random intercepts. The model is specified as follows: 

 

where, i denotes ith member in household j; ∆Sij is the dependent variables signifying 

change in satisfaction after move; ∆Xi is the vector of independent variables and β is the 

vector of coefficient to be estimated; Zi is the vector of control variables; α is referred to as 

the overall intercept; uj is the group (random) effect for group j; εij is unexplained residuals. 

The considerations above are summarized in Figure 4-5. Overall, according to the 

conceptual model and the characteristics of the survey data in this research, this study 

adopts the multi-level SEM to model change in the movers’ satisfaction after relocation.  

                                                   
⑥ Note: small cluster size is not a problem for the fixed regression coefficients at 2nd level (Snijders, 

2005). 
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Figure 4-5 The procedure of method selection in this study 

4.5 Summary 

This chapter presents a brief introduction of the data and provides a detailed account of 

the research methodology in the following analyses. It is suggested that intra-urban home 

relocation has become prevalent in urban China. However, impacts of home relocation on 

the movers only receive limited scholarly attention. To contribute knowledge to this topic, 

this research takes Beijing as a case to investigate how home relocation influences the 

movers in urban China. The data is from a two-wave survey of 537 residents who moved to 

a new house within Beijing. This longitudinal survey is expected to provide more accurate 

measure of and more robust estimations of change in the movers’ residential, travel and life 

satisfaction after move. The multi-level SEM method is adopted to investigate the 

determinants of change in the movers’ residential, travel and life satisfaction after move. 
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CHAPTER 5  CHANGE IN RESIDENTIAL SATISFACTION 

This chapter examines the patterns and determinants of change in the mover’s 

residential satisfaction after home relocation. The chapter is organized as follows. The first 

section selects the major factors influencing change in residential satisfaction based on the 

discussions in Chapter 3 and the existing literature of residential satisfaction. The second 

section describes the measures and variables adopted in this research. A new measure of 

residential satisfaction is developed based on the studies of SWB; indicators of residential 

environment to explain change in residential satisfaction after relocation are defined based 

on the vast literature of residential satisfaction. The third section presents the patterns of 

change in both residential environment and residential satisfaction. The differences in 

patterns of residential satisfaction changes are also compared among different social groups. 

The fourth section presents the modeling results. The final section summarizes the key 

findings and discusses the implications. 

5.1 Theoretical consideration 

5.1.1 Direction of change in residential satisfaction 

According to the discussions in section 3.3, residential satisfaction is not necessarily 

improved after move. On the one hand, according to the assumptions of rational behaviors, 

people usually do not move until the expected benefits of relocation overweight the costs. 

As a corollary, the movers are expected to improve residential conditions and increase 

residential satisfaction. Supporting this argument, the literature of housing career suggests 

that most movers tend to improve their dwelling conditions and neighborhood quality. On 

the other hand, however, some movers may fail to improve their residential environment 

because of imperfect information in making decision to move or trade-offs with other life 

domains. Moreover, the adaptation theory contends that people’s residential satisfaction may 

return to their baseline levels soon after home relocation. Significant individual differences 

are also found in the perceived change of residential conditions and patterns of change in 

residential satisfaction after move (Lu, 2002; Barcus, 2004). Therefore, it is also necessary 

to examine the differences of change in residential satisfaction among individuals with 

different characteristics. 
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5.1.2 Determinants of residential satisfaction 

According to the discussions in Chapter 3, it can be argued that change in residential 

satisfaction after home relocation should be mainly influenced by three groups of factors: 

change in predictors of residential satisfaction, motivations to move, and personal and 

household socioeconomics. The rest of this section will introduce the three groups of factors. 

Based on the literature of residential satisfaction (for a comprehensive review, see Lu, 

1999; Parkes et al., 2002; Yang, 2008; Lovejoy et al., 2010; Mohit et al., 2010; Dekker et al., 

2011; Permentier et al., 2011; Smith, 2011; Sirgy, 2012), the major predictors of residential 

satisfaction are housing conditions and neighborhood environment (e.g. Parkes et al., 2002; 

Dekker et al., 2011). Specifically, housing conditions important for residential satisfaction 

mainly include the dwelling size, housing tenure, quality of physical structure and dwelling 

equipment (Dekker et al., 2011; Li and Wu, 2013). First, as an indicator of housing 

adequacy and availability of space in the home, dwelling size is reported as one of the most 

important determinants of housing satisfaction (e.g. Lu, 1999; Vera-Toscano and Ateca-

Amestoy, 2008; Parkes and Kearns, 2003) and overall residential satisfaction (Li and Song, 

2009). It is especially important for people living in the redeveloped neighborhoods. For 

example, a study of displaced residents in Beijing shows that housing unit size is one of the 

only two factors which are significantly related to residential satisfaction (Fang, 2006). 

Second, homeownership is another overwhelmingly important predictor of residential 

satisfaction. Many researches have revealed that housing owners are usually more satisfied 

with their homes and neighborhoods than renters (e.g. Lu, 1999; Basolo and Strong, 2002; 

Parkes and Kearns, 2003; Elsinga and Hoekstra, 2005; Yang, 2008; Diaz-Serrano, 2009; 

Hipp, 2009, 2010; Dekker et al., 2011). Third, the housing amenities and housing type are 

also found to have considerable impacts on residential satisfaction. For example, availability 

of housing equipment such as gas, kitchen, toilet and air conditioner has positive influence 

on residential satisfaction (Li and Song, 2009; Li and Wu, 2013). People living in different 

building types (whether it is a house or apartment) also tend to have varying degrees of 

residential satisfaction (e.g. Li and Song, 2009; Lovejoy et al., 2010). Fourth, quality of 

dwelling or presence of housing problems is also a predictor of residential satisfaction. E.g. 

it is indicated that quality of housing equipment and maintenance of dwelling exert 

significant impacts on residential satisfaction (Phillips et al., 2004; Posthumus et al., 2014). 

As an indicator of housing quality, hedonic housing price or rental cost is also shown to be 
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positively associated with residential satisfaction (e.g. Varady and Walker, 2000; Molin and 

Timmermans, 2003; Vera-Toscano and Ateca-Amestoy, 2008). Conversely, number of 

housing problems is inversely correlated to residential satisfaction (Varady and Preiser, 1998; 

Parkes and Kearns, 2003). 

Various neighborhood characteristics are also significant predictors of residential 

satisfaction (Hourihan, 1984b). Generally, five groups of indicators are important for 

residential satisfaction. First, accessibility to various community facilities significantly 

contributes to residential satisfaction. E.g. residential satisfaction is different for people 

living in different locations (Lu, 1999; Parkes et al., 2002; Li and Song, 2009; Posthumus et 

al., 2014). Generally, distance to the city center has negative effect on neighborhood 

satisfaction (Dekker et al., 2011) and proximity to various facilities such as food stores, play 

grounds, kindergarten and school is positively related to residential satisfaction (Kährik et 

al., 2012). Rating on the quality of public services and facilities in and around neighborhood 

is also positively associated with neighborhood satisfaction (Basolo and Strong, 2002; Du 

and Li, 2010; Dekker et al., 2011). However, there are also evidences showing that 

neighborhood accessibility is negatively (insignificant) associated with neighborhood 

satisfaction (e.g. Hourihan, 1984a). 

Second, physical design and maintenance of the neighborhood also correlate with 

residential satisfaction. E.g. attractiveness of neighborhood or satisfaction with 

neighborhood appearance significantly contributes to neighborhood satisfaction (Gruber and 

Shelton, 1987; Parkes et al., 2002; Hur and Morrow-Jones, 2008; Lovejoy et al., 2010). The 

presence of green spaces or open spaces in the neighborhood has positive impacts on 

housing satisfaction (Vera-Toscano and Ateca-Amestoy, 2008; Yang, 2008). Maintenance 

such as the cleanliness and lighting is usually positively related to neighborhood satisfaction 

(Gruber and Shelton, 1987; Hur and Morrow-Jones, 2008) yet physical disorder (such as 

litter, graffiti and vacant land) tends to reduce neighborhood satisfaction (Dassopoulos et al., 

2012). Population density usually has a negative impact on neighborhood satisfaction 

(Galster and Hesser, 1981; Bonnes et al., 1991; Adams, 1992; Yang, 2008). 

Third, safety and absence of nuisance are also important determinants of residential 

satisfaction. Studies usually show a positive and statistically significant relationship 

between perceived safety in the neighborhood and residential satisfaction (Adams, 1992; 

Parkes et al., 2002; Mohan and Twigg, 2007; Du and Li, 2010; Lovejoy et al., 2010; 
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Permentier et al., 2011; Posthumus et al., 2014). On the other side, presence of nuisance 

such as noise tends to significantly reduce residential satisfaction (Gruber and Shelton, 1987; 

Adams, 1992; Parkes et al., 2002; Mohan and Twigg, 2007). 

Fourth, social interactions within the neighborhood also have important effects on 

residential satisfaction. E.g. frequency of social contact or social connectedness with 

neighbors is conducive to neighborhood satisfaction (Basolo and Strong, 2002; Dassopoulos 

et al., 2012). Friendliness of the neighborhood and social interaction among neighbors 

usually have positive effects on both housing satisfaction (Varady and Preiser, 1998) and 

neighborhood satisfaction (Hourihan, 1984a; Parkes et al., 2002). 

Fifth, social composition of the neighborhood is also influential for residential 

satisfaction. For example, it is suggested that percentage of ethnic minorities is negatively 

associated with neighborhood satisfaction (Permentier et al., 2011; Posthumus et al., 2014). 

Some studies also indicate that most residents like to live in a rich neighborhood so as to 

enjoy the high-quality neighborhood services (Harris, 2001) and find a positive relationship 

between neighborhood satisfaction and socioeconomic status of the neighborhood (e.g. 

Stipak and Hensler, 1983; Li and Song, 2009; Hipp, 2010). However, the socioeconomic 

status of the neighborhood is not always positively associated with neighborhood 

satisfaction. As the social comparison theory contends, people may be less satisfied with 

their current situation if they are inferior to their neighbors. Therefore, the ideal case is to 

live in a neighborhood with similar economic status and social attributes. Supporting this 

theory, some studies reveal that residents tend to report higher levels of residential 

satisfaction when population in the neighborhood are similar in terms of ethnic composition 

(Bobo and Zubrinsky, 1996; Feijten and van Ham, 2009) or social attributes (Shefer, 1986). 

To sum, the existing studies of residential satisfaction generally suggest that residential 

satisfaction should be improved with increase in dwelling size, positive tenure shift (moving 

from renter to owner), more housing amenities, improvement of dwelling quality, better 

accessibility to neighborhood facilities, better design and maintenance of neighborhood 

physical environment, safer environment with less problems, more interactions among the 

neighbors and better socioeconomic conditions of the neighborhood. Change in housing 

type and neighborhood location may also lead to change in residential satisfaction. As a 

corollary, it is implied that change in the above aspects of residential environment should be 

the major determinants of change in residential satisfaction after home relocation. Some 
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studies have partly confirmed the effects of some factors reviewed above, such as tenure 

shift (e.g. Lu, 2002) and improvement of dwelling quality (Lu, 1999; Dekker et al., 2011). 

Besides the change in residential environment, the motivations to move and personal 

and household socioeconomics may also influence change in residential satisfaction after 

relocation. As reviewed above, the most commonly examined motivations to move in 

studies of residential satisfaction are whether the move is voluntary and whether it is 

motivated by housing-related reasons (e.g. Lu, 2002). Because the voluntary movers are 

usually more appreciated with the outcomes of home relocation, they tend to report more 

improvement in residential satisfaction for the same change in residential environment than 

the forced movers. Similarly, people moving for housing related reasons are also expected to 

be more sensitive to change in residential environment than those motivated by other 

concerns. According to the existing literature, the personal socioeconomic variables relevant 

to residential satisfaction mainly include gender, age, race, income, marital status, education 

attainment and ethnicity (e.g. Galster and Hesser, 1981; Lu, 1999; Varady and Walker, 2000; 

Li and Song, 2009). The household socioeconomic variables important for residential 

satisfaction mainly include presence of children, duration of residence and household 

income (e.g. Parkes et al., 2002; Li and Song, 2009; Dekker et al., 2011; Permentier et al., 

2011; Posthumus et al., 2014). However, it is noticeable that the effects of these 

socioeconomic variables on residential satisfaction tend to be mixed and only account for a 

smaller proportion of the variation in residential satisfaction than housing and neighborhood 

conditions (Hourihan, 1984b; Du and Li, 2010; Lovejoy et al., 2010; Li and Wu, 2013). 

Therefore, I do not summarize the effects of these variables in existing studies and just 

consider them as control variables. 

5.1.3 A conceptual model of change in residential satisfaction after move 

Based on the arguments above, we can develop a conceptual model (Figure 5-1) to 

explain change in residential satisfaction after home relocation. In this model, change in 

residential satisfaction is directly influenced by the change in housing conditions, 

neighborhood environment, motivations to move and relevant personal and household 

socioeconomics. First, according to the existing literature on determinants of residential 

satisfaction, I mainly consider change in housing conditions and neighborhood environment 

to predict change in residential satisfaction. Both the perceived indicators and objective 

indicators of neighborhood environment are considered. Change in these variables is 
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expected to be positive under the assumption of rational behavior and the empirical findings 

of housing career. However, it is still possible for some movers to fail to achieve their 

expected results because of the imperfect information. Second, the voluntary movers or 

those motivated by housing concerns are expected to be more appreciated with the outcomes 

of residential environment and more satisfied with the change in their residence after move. 

Third, the effects of various personal and household socioeconomics are also controlled in 

this model. According to the data structure, the multi-level method is adopted. 

 

Figure 5-1 A conceptual model of change in residential satisfaction 

5.2 Measures and variables 

This section introduces the variables and measures adopted in this research. It begins 

with an introduction of the dependent variable, change in residential satisfaction. It then 

presents the major independent variables: change in housing conditions and neighborhood 

environment. An exploratory factor analysis is conducted to extract the major factors of 

change in neighborhood environment. This section also specifies the control variables 
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related to motivation to move and personal and household socioeconomics. 

5.2.1 Measuring changes in residential satisfaction 

Changes in residential satisfaction are usually measured in two ways. One is to ask the 

respondents to directly compare the residential conditions before and after relocation. For 

example, American Housing Survey (AHS) measures change in residential satisfaction by 

asking the mover: “Is the housing (or neighborhood) better, worse or about the same as your 

last housing (or neighborhood)?” (Lu, 2002; Barcus, 2004); Sloan (2013) adopts a similar 

question to measure outcome of home relocation: “Compared to before you moved, is the 

housing (or outdoor surroundings) much better, better, about the same, worse or much 

worse?”. The other method is to use the difference in levels of residential satisfaction 

reported at different time periods. This method is based on the existing measures of 

residential satisfaction. The former is usually used in cross-sectional studies (e.g. Lu, 2002) 

and the latter is used in longitudinal studies (e.g. Oakley et al., 2013). Since this research 

adopts the longitudinal design, the latter method is applied, i.e. change in residential 

satisfaction is measured based on existing measures of residential satisfaction. 

Generally, two forms of scales are used to measure residential satisfaction (Table 5-1): 

one is reflective and the other is formative (Grzeskowiak et al., 2006). The reflective scales 

usually interpret residential satisfaction as one’s own global judgment of dwelling place and 

adopt a single item such as “how satisfied would you say you were overall with your 

dwelling?” (Galster, 1987; Oswald et al., 2006) or “On a scale of 1 to 10, how would you 

rate your neighborhood as a place to live?” (e.g. Lu, 1999; Osborne et al., 2012). The 

formative scales usually measure residential satisfaction with a composite index of 

satisfaction with various elements or sub-domains of residential environment (e.g. Speare, 

1974; Adriaanse, 2007; Li and Wu, 2013). However, both the single-item scale and the 

composite index of satisfaction have some flaws. The single-item scales are usually 

criticized for their greater measurement errors that cannot be averaged out and more 

difficulties to estimate their reliability ⑦  and internal consistency (Diener, 1984). 

Nevertheless, the composite index is also problematic because it simply aggregates the 

scores of satisfaction with different features of residential conditions without considering 

their importance for different individuals (Leung, 1987; Pacione, 2003). It is also contended 

                                                   
⑦ Since it only has one item, only the temporal test-retest reliability can be estimated. 
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that the formative measures are too coarse to cover all the aspects of residential environment 

(Molin and Timmermans, 2003) or represent the full range of residential satisfaction 

(Pinquart and Burmedi, 2004; cited in Adriaanse, 2007). 

Table 5-1 Measures of residential satisfaction* 

Examples Measures Sample 

 Reflective measure of residential satisfaction  

Lovejoy et 
al., 2010 

How well do you think your residence and its location meet 
the current needs of your household? (1 “very poorly” to 5 

“very well”) 

8 neighborhoods in California 
in 2003 

Dekker et 
al., 2011 

How satisfied are you with your home/neighborhood? (1 
“very low” to 10 “very high”) 

25 estates in 9 European 
countries in 2004 

Osborne et 
al., 2012 

On a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate your neighborhood 
as a place to live? 

Aboriginal participants living 
in Adelaide, South Australia 

 Formative measure of residential satisfaction  

Fried, 1984 Satisfaction with 6 components of community (convenience, 
residential, interpersonal, political, life and unnamed factors). 

2,622 respondents in 42 
municipalities in the US 

Canter and 
Rees, 1982 

44 items of 3 components of residential environment 
(neighborhood, house, and location) 

2,000 households in Great 
Britain 

Grzeskowiak 
et al., 2006 

Satisfaction with the home-purchase, home-preparation, 
home-use, neighborhood, community, home maintenance, 
home ownership, and sale of the previous home 

176 respondents in US and 
285 in Korea 

Erdogan et 
al., 2007 

5-point scales on 5 domains (living conditions, physical 
surrounding, social relations, performance of local authorities, 
and quality of the facilities) 

A sample in two districts in 
Edirne, Turkey 

Leslie and 
Cerin, 2008 

5-point scales on 5 domains (Safety and walkability, Access 
to destinations, Social network, Travel network, Traffic and 

noise) 

Physical Activity in Localities 
and Community Environments 

(PLACE) study in Australia 
Kahya et al., 
2009 

75 items of objective indicators for physical conditions of the 
home 

Trabzon Old Person's Home, 
Turkey 

Sirgy et al., 
2010 

14 different life domains related to community conditions and 
services 

Four-wave survey in Flint area 
(Michigan) 

Mohit and 
Azim, 2012 

5-point scales on 4 domains (Housing unit physical features, 
Services, Public facilities, and Social environment in housing 
area) 

Public housing dwellers in 
Hulhumale, Maldives 

Temelová 

and 
Dvořáková, 
2012 

5-point scales on 4 key areas of daily life (access to local 

facilities, public space and safety, social support, and 
housing) 

The elderly (60+) in two 

Prague city 

Li and Wu, 
2013 

14-item scale in 4 domains (housing, sanitation, security, and 
neighborhood) 

Residents in informal 
settlements in three Chinese 
cities 

* RS, NS and HS denote residential satisfaction, neighborhood satisfaction and housing satisfaction, respectively; 

∆RS denotes change in residential satisfaction. 

To reduce the measurement error of single-item reflective scale and avoid the 

incompleteness of multi-item formative scales, this study adopts a multi-item reflective 

scale developed by Wang and Wang (Under review) to measure residential satisfaction. This 

scale is developed based on the widely used Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) proposed 

by Diener et al. (1985). It contains 5 statements of one’s residential experiences: 1) I am 
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completely satisfied with my residence here; 2) It makes me feel at home to live here; 3) I do 

not want to change anything regarding my residence; 4) Living here is among the best time 

in my life; 5) This residence of living is close to my ideal⑧. Respondents rated on seven-

point Likert scales according to their degree of agreement of these statements (from 1 

“totally disagree” to 7 “totally agree”). Compared with existing scales of residential 

satisfaction, this scale is expected to have three merits. First, by using multiple items, this 

scale is expected to have smaller measurement error which can be partly averaged out⑨. 

Second, by using the term “residence” rather than neighborhood or housing, this scale is not 

influenced by the incompleteness issues when defining the components related to residential 

satisfaction. Third, by taking the reflective form, this scale avoids the problems of 

artificially aggregating different items. 

This scale shows good psychometric properties in this survey. The Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients (0.88 in the 1st wave and 0.81 in the 2nd wave of survey) are higher than the 

recommended criteria 0.7 (Nunnaly, 1978), suggesting that this 5-item scale of residential 

satisfaction has good internal consistency. The difference scores on the five items above are 

used to measure the change in residential satisfaction after home relocation. Difference 

score is generally regarded as useless in early researches for the concerns of unreliability 

(e.g. Cronbach and Furby, 1970). However, more recent studies contend that high reliability 

is unnecessary for difference score because individuals tend to show differential amounts of 

change (Nesselroade and Cable, 1974). Some empirical studies also suggest that difference 

score has a high degree of consistency in factor analysis and offers a way to structure the 

multi-dimensional nature of change (Cattell, 1963; Nesselroade and Cable, 1974; Sbarra and 

Ferrer, 2006). The Cronbach’s alpha (0.85) indicates a high degree of consistency among the 

difference scores of residential satisfaction in this research. 

                                                   
⑧ These statements are selected from existing studies or adjusted from the SWLS. While the 2nd and 

4th item is relatively more affective, they are revealed to be important for residential satisfaction and 

have been incorporated in measures of residential satisfaction. E.g. the 2nd item is quite similar to the 

item “I feel at home in this neighborhood” in Adriaanse’s (2007) measure of residential satisfaction. 

⑨ Assume that there are n items to measure the construct X. Each item has the same measurement 

error σ. Then the measure of ith item Xi can be expressed as X+σ. Since , the 

standard error of the averaged value  should be , which is smaller 

than the original measurement error (σ). 
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5.2.2 Definition of independent variables 

According to the analyses above (see Section 2.4.2 and Section 5.1.3), change in 

residential satisfaction should be mainly influenced by the change in residential 

environment, motivations to move and personal and household socioeconomics. Variables 

measuring these three groups of factors are listed in Table 5-2. The following of this section 

will introduce the definitions of these variables in detail, respectively. 

Table 5-2 Definition of independent variables* 

Category Variables Definition Mean/% St. dev. 

Change in 

housing 

conditions 

Change in dwelling size m2 11.69 41.21 

    

Housing tenure shift 

renter — renter (reference group) 15.72%  

renter — owner 28.38%  

owner — renter 4.80%  

owner — owner 51.09%  

    

Housing type change 

non-commercial — non-

commercial (reference group) 20.09% 

 

non-commercial — commercial 30.57%  

commercial — non-commercial 16.59%  

commercial — commercial 32.75%  

Change in 

objective 

neighborhood 

environment 

Neighborhood location 

change 

suburb — suburb (reference group) 31.88%  

suburb — center 12.66%  

center — suburb 22.71%  

center — center 32.75%  

    

Change in accessibility 

to facilities 

Change in number of facilities (e.g. 

bus stop, supermarket and park) 

within walking distance 

-0.03 2.77 

Motivation to 

move 

Voluntary move self-motivated move=1; others=0 91.27%  

Reason to move housing-related reason=1; others=0 44.54%  

Household 

socioeconomics 

Household income 

≤5,999 (reference group) 15.28%  

6,000-9,999 33.62%  

10,000-19,999 37.99%  

≥20,000 13.10%  

    

Presence of child presence of a child=1; others=0 20.09%  

     

 Duration of residence† months living in previous residence 15.27 24.34 

Personal 

characteristics 

Gender female=1; male=0 53.07%  

    

Age 
≤39 (reference group) 46.18%  

40–59 40.41%  

≥60 13.41%  

    

Marital status married=1; others=0 85.29%  
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Education attainment 

Junior Secondary or lower 

(reference group) 

13.97%  

High School 51.40%  

University or above 34.64%  

    

Employment status full-time worker=1; others=0 64.80%  
* Change in perceived neighborhood environment is measured by the factor scores of 4 components extracted in 

Table 5-2. Because the factor scores are generated after varimax rotation, the average of the factor scores are 

zero and thus not presented here. 

† The duration of residence is taken the log in the subsequent SEM because it is not normally distributed. 

(1) Variables of change in residential environment 

Change in residential environment is mainly measured by change in housing conditions 

and neighborhood environment. The variables of change in housing conditions mainly 

include dwelling size change, housing tenure shift and housing type change. First, dwelling 

size change is measured by difference in dwelling size before and after move. Following the 

practice of existing studies (e.g. Li and Song, 2009; Dekker et al., 2011), dwelling size is 

measured in the unit of household rather than average housing space per capita. Second, 

following Lu (2002) and Barcus (2004), tenure shift is defined as the combination of pre-

move tenure and post-move tenure. Since housing tenure is classified into two categories: 

renters (including those living in dormitories provided by the work unit) and owners, the 

housing tenure shift contains four possible situations and is measured by three dummy 

variables (“renter-renter” as reference group). Third, similar to tenure shift, housing type 

change is defined as the combination of pre-move and post-move housing type. Housing is 

classified into two types: commercial housing and non-commercial housing (including 

subsidized housing, self-built housing, work unit community and informal settlements in 

urban villages). While change in housing amenities and housing price may also influence 

residential satisfaction change, they are not incorporated in this research because of the 

difficulty to make comparison (e.g. it is difficult to compare housing price with housing rent 

or commercial and subsidized housing price). This is a limitation of this research and can be 

considered in future studies. 

Change in neighborhood environment is more difficult to define than change in housing 

conditions because of the disputes in defining scope of “neighborhood” and selecting 

variables of neighborhood environment. First, the scope of “neighborhood” tends to be 

equivocal and inaccurately defined (Amérigo and Aragonés, 1997; Parkes et al., 2002). On 
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the one hand, different studies may define neighborhood at different geographical scales. 

E.g. while some studies define neighborhood as approximate to the “census tract” (e.g. Yang, 

2008), some others define neighborhood at the block level or estate level (e.g. Dekker et al., 

2011; Dassopoulos et al., 2012). However, the studies based on the residents’ perception of 

neighborhood boundaries (e.g. Coulton et al., 2001) or the comparison of effects of factors 

at different scales on neighborhood satisfaction (e.g. Hipp, 2010) suggest that defining 

neighborhoods at the block level may be more proper. On the other hand, there are 

substantial resonance between connotations of neighborhood in different cultural contexts. 

For example, Chinese “linli” and Western “neighborhood” have quite different meanings 

(Forrest et al., 2002). Since lack of a shared scope of neighborhood precludes the generality 

of findings among different studies, it is necessary to first define a proper scope for 

neighborhood at the Chinese context. Generally, the “census tract” is similar to the street 

level (jiedao) and the housing estate is in accordance with xiaoqu (small districts or 

residential compound) in urban China. Moreover, xiaoqu in China is also the unit of 

commodity housing development (Li, 2000a; Wang and Li, 2004) and the major scope of 

daily activities around home. Therefore, this study defines neighborhood as the xiaoqu and 

its immediate surrounding. 

Second, it is also arguable whether to use objective or subjective indicators to measure 

neighborhood environment. The objective indicators are usually generated through direct 

observation (e.g. Dunstan et al., 2005) or census and GIS data (e.g. Parkes et al., 2002; Lee 

et al., 2008; Yang, 2008); the subjective indicators are usually collected through self-

reported perceptions of residential environment (e.g. Erdogan et al., 2007; Weideman and 

Anderson, 1985). Since residents evaluate their living environment on the grounds of soft 

criteria, they may evaluate the same living environment differently (Adriaanse, 2007). A 

good example is the evidence that perceived safety are more important than the objective 

indicators of crime (e.g. Hur and Morrow-Jones, 2008; Hipp, 2010). Therefore, quite a few 

studies have argued that subjective evaluations of neighborhood attributes are much more 

important in explaining residential satisfaction than actual conditions of them (Galster and 

Hesser, 1981; Gruber and Shelton, 1987; Lu, 1999; Parkes et al., 2002; Permentier et al., 

2011) and objective measures of environmental attributes alone only explain a limited share 

of variance in residential satisfaction (Weidemann et al., 1982). Therefore, this study mainly 

use the subjective indicators to measure neighborhood environment. 
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Specifically, perceived neighborhood environment in this research is measured based 

on the neighborhood environment scale developed by Handy and her colleagues (2004). 

Handy et al.’s scale incorporates 6 dimensions (accessibility, alternatives, safety, socializing, 

spaciousness and attractiveness) of subjective indicators, which are quite similar to the five 

groups of major factors influencing residential satisfaction identified above (see Section 

5.1.2). This scale is also widely used in both residential studies (e.g. Lovejoy et al., 2010) 

and transportation studies (e.g. Cao et al., 2007). However, considering the cultural 

difference (e.g. access to the freeway in China is not so important as in the US; racial 

segregation in China is not as serious as in the US), I select 15 items out of the 28 items in 

the original scale (Table 5-3). These items are rated on a five-point Likert scale according to 

the degree of agreement with the statements. The score of each item is differenced as the 

measure of change in perceived neighborhood environment after move. 

Table 5-3 Items measuring neighborhood environment characteristics 

Please put one check mark () per answer according to your degree of agreement (1 

“strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”) with the following statements of your 

neighborhood environment. 

a It is convenient to go to urban center or large shopping malls 

from my community. 
          

b There are a lot of amenities (e.g. library, swimming pool, etc.) 

nearby. 

          

c It is easy to travel by bus or metro from my community.           

d I feel crowded and narrow in my community.           

e There are a lot of green/open spaces nearby.           

f The street lighting is good in the night nearby.           

g My community and its architectures has attractive appearance.           

h My community has high level of upkeep.           

i My community is quiet.           

j The level of car traffic is low in my community.           

k I feel safe to walk in my community.           

l It is safe for kids to play outdoors nearby.           

m My neighbors have similar economic level to me.           

n The socio-demographic features (e.g. class, age) are similar 

between the residents in my community. 
          

o There are lots of interactions among neighbors.           

However, because some of the 15 items are measuring similar components of 

neighborhood (e.g. safety to walk and safety for kids to play around), they may be highly 

correlated. To avoid the collinearity problem, an explorative factor analysis (EFA) is 

conducted on the differenced scores of these 15 items of perceived neighborhood 

environment. Because the “crowdedness” item has relatively low and equal loadings on 
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three factors in the factor analysis, it is dropped in the final analysis⑩. According to the 

criterion of eigenvalues larger than 1.00, four factors are extracted. These four factors 

together account for 61.91% of the total variance in the original 14 variables. Table 5-4 

shows the loadings for each item on the factors after varimax rotation. According to these 

factor loadings, we can find that the first factor clearly gauges change in neighborhood 

accessibility & facilities, the second physical design & maintenance, the third safety & 

absence of nuisance, and the fourth social interaction & composition. It is noticeable that the 

change in perceived level of upkeep loads on two factors, although the factor loading 

implies that it is akin to the physical design & maintenance. This seems reasonable because 

clean and well-maintained neighborhood environment is not only an important indicator of 

aspiring physical space, but also helpful to reduce physical and social disorders. The factor 

scores are calculated (using regression method) and used in the following models. 

Table 5-4 Factors structure of change in perceived neighborhood environment
1
 

Items of perceived 

neighborhood environment 

Accessibility 

& facilities 

Physical 

design & 

maintenance 

Safety & 

absence of 

nuisance 

Social 

interaction & 

composition 

Access to city center or shopping 

malls 

0.752    

Access to facilities 0.663    

Access to public transit 0.775    

Greenery/open spaces  0.642   

Street lights  0.718   

Attractiveness of appearance  0.804   

Level of upkeep  0.686 0.409  

Level of car traffic   0.665  

Quietness   0.672  

Safety to walk   0.809  

Safety for kids to play out   0.688  

Similar economic status    0.673 

Similar social attributes    0.799 

Active interactions    0.733 
1 This factor analysis is based on the ratings of the household head (N=229); the factor loadings are computed 

after varimax rotation; only the loadings above 0.40 are displayed. 

Besides the perception of neighborhood environment, I further consider some objective 

                                                   
⑩ It is quite common to drop the items with low or ambiguous loadings in factor analysis in order to 

develop a scale with high consistency and conceptual interpretability (e.g. Handy S, Mokhtarian P L, 

Buehler T and Cao X. (2004) Residential Location Choice and Travel Behavior: Implications for Air 

Quality. Institute of Transportation Studies, University of California, Davis ). 
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variables of neighborhood environment which are found to be important for residential 

satisfaction. Following the studies by Lu (2002), Oakley et al. (2013) and others, this study 

includes an indicator of the location change. Location in the city is classified into suburb 

and inner city, which are divided by the 4th ring road in Beijing. The location change is 

defined as the combination of location before and after move. A composite index of the 

accessibility or land use mix is also incorporated. This index is defined as the number of 

neighborhood facilities (including bus stop, metro station, parking lot, kindergarten, primary 

school, food market, supermarket, groceries, bank/ATM, clinic and park) proximate to one’s 

home. The proximity to each facility is defined based on whether it is within the walking 

distance (15-minute walk). This composite index is differenced to measure the change in 

accessibility to neighborhood facilities after relocation. 

(2) Motivations to move 

Motivations to move are usually measured by the reasons to move reported by the 

household heads. Based on previous studies (e.g. Clark and Onaka, 1983), the specific 

reasons to move are classified along two dimensions in this study. First, I classify the 

reasons to move according to its voluntariness. Those who move mainly because of 

demolishment or financial constraint (esp. for renters) are classified as involuntary movers 

and the rest are voluntary movers. Second, the voluntary movers are further classified 

according to whether they move for housing-related reasons. The housing-related movers 

mainly try to improve their housing and neighborhood conditions through relocation; the 

others are mainly induced by job change or life-course events (e.g. household formation). 

(3) Personal and household socioeconomics 

The respondents also provide a set of demographic and socioeconomic information. 

The household characteristics are provided by the household heads. While there are 

differences in some socioeconomic variables (such as income, age, marriage status, etc.), the 

proportion of respondents with different socioeconomics before and after move are quite 

small. Therefore, I consider these variables as stable and only control the effects of 

socioeconomics at the second wave of survey. The definitions of these variables are 

presented in Table 5-2. 
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5.3 Descriptive analysis 

To gain a general idea about the outcomes of home relocation, I conducted a descriptive 

analysis of the change in both residential environment and residential satisfaction. This 

analysis mainly includes three parts. First, housing conditions and neighborhood 

environment before and after home relocation are compared. Second, change in the movers’ 

residential satisfaction is summarized. Third, differences in residential satisfaction changes 

among movers with different characteristics are examined. 

5.3.1 Change in residential environment 

Table 5-5 shows the changes in housing conditions of the sample after home relocation. 

Consistent with previous studies of housing careers (e.g. Kendig, 1984; Clark et al., 2003), 

the movers in this research generally improved their housing conditions after home 

relocation. First, a large share of the movers have newly gained ownership of their housing 

after move. For example, the rate of home ownership increased from around 56% before 

move to nearly 80% after move, suggesting that the more relocated households experienced 

an ascending housing career in terms of housing tenure (from renter to owner) than a 

descending housing career (from owner to renter). Second, the movers generally enlarged 

their living space. E.g. it is indicated that the average household dwelling size increased 

from 61 m2 to 73 m2. The change in average dwelling size per capita shows a similar picture. 

Before move, the average dwelling size per capita was only around 26 m2. This is 

substantially lower than the average level in Beijing (29.23 m2), implying that the housing 

stress is a driver of the housing relocation (e.g. Brown and Moore, 1970; Morris et al., 1976). 

After relocation, the average dwelling size per capita increased to more than 31 m2. Third, 

both housing price for the homeowners and rent for the renters increased after home 

relocation, although the increase is insignificant. This suggests an upward trend in quality of 

the housing amenities after relocation. However, it may also because of the housing price 

rises in housing market. Fourth, the ratio of commercial housing also increased along with 

housing relocation. This result is consistent with the commercialization of housing provision 

in China (Wang and Murie, 1996). Since housing qualities of commercial housing are 

generally better than other housing types in Beijing, increase in the ratio of commercial 

housing should lead to improved housing conditions. 
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Table 5-5 Changes in housing characteristics (N=229) 

Variable Classification Wave 1 

(%/mean) 

Wave 2 

(%/mean) 

Change3  

(%/mean) 

Beijing 

Population 

(%/mean) 

Housing tenure Owner 55.90% 79.48% 23.58%*** 59.08%1 

 Renter and others 44.10% 20.52% --- 41.92%1 

Dwelling size m2 61.48 72.98 11.50***  

 m2/person 25.95 31.42 5.47*** 29.231 

Housing price thousand (¥) 1360 1699 339  

Housing rent (¥) 3014 3396 382  

Housing type commercial housing 49.34% 63.32% 13.98%*** 33.80%2 

 non-commercial housing 50.66% 36.68% ---  
1 Drawn from the Tabulation on the 2010 Population Census of Beijing by County. 

2 Drawn from the Tabulation on the Beijing Statistical Yearbook (2012). This data does not include the 
commercial housing among the renters. 

3 The inter-wave difference is tested based on t-test. 

Table 5-6 lists the differenced values of the 14 items of the perceived neighborhood 

environment before and after move. Judging from the difference, we can say that the movers 

generally perceive the new neighborhood environment as better-off than the previous ones. 

The movers report most improvements in the physical aspects of neighborhood environment, 

such as the attractiveness of appearance, amount of green space, level of upkeep and access 

to neighborhood facilities. The social aspects of the neighborhood environment such as 

safety and social interactions in the neighborhood were also improved after relocation, 

although the degree of improvement is smaller than the physical aspects. These results echo 

the findings by Clark et al. (2006), who suggest that most households make gains in 

neighborhood quality in terms of neighborhood socio-economic status and green space after 

relocation. However, it is noticeable that the improvement in accessibility to public transit 

was smallest among all these items. This is probably because that the public transport at the 

newly developed estates was not yet well developed; it is also possible that some movers 

may have made trade-offs between housing and travel when they decided to move. Table 5-

6 also reported the percent of movers who perceived the new neighborhood as better-off 

than the previous one and the percent of movers who perceived no change in neighborhood 

environment after move. Similar to the analysis of difference in average scores on the 14 

items of perceived neighborhood environment, it is shown in this research that most of the 

movers perceived the post-move neighborhood as better than the old one. However, analysis 

of the objective indicators of accessibility to various facilities around the neighborhood 

shows a different picture. As indicated in Table 5-7, the walking distance to many facilities 
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around the neighborhood became longer after move, such as bus stop, kindergarten and park. 

However, considering that different facilities are of different degrees of importance in the 

movers’ daily lives, the change in perceptions of neighborhood environment is expected to 

be more explanative of change in residential satisfaction than the objective indicators (e.g. 

Lu, 1999). This argument will be further tested in the subsequent SEM model. 

Table 5-6 Changes in perceived neighborhood environment (N=229) 

Items of perceived 

neighborhood environment 

Mean 

before move 

Mean after 

move 

Difference % of 

better-off 

% of no 

change 
Access to city center or shopping 

malls 
3.88 4.17 0.29 40.17 35.37 

Access to facilities 3.12 3.67 0.55 50.22 27.07 

Access to public transit 4.13 4.34 0.21 35.37 37.99 

Greenery/open spaces 3.10 3.73 0.64 54.15 23.58 

Street lights 3.60 4.14 0.53 48.91 31.00 

Attractiveness of appearance 2.82 3.80 0.98 63.32 20.52 

Level of upkeep 3.10 3.76 0.66 56.77 24.02 

Level of car traffic 2.80 3.26 0.46 46.72 26.20 

Quietness 3.43 3.77 0.34 42.36 28.82 

Safety to walk 3.33 3.76 0.43 45.41 28.38 

Safety for kids to play out 2.96 3.51 0.55 53.28 19.65 

Similar economic status 3.49 3.73 0.24 36.68 34.93 

Similar social attributes 3.41 3.81 0.40 46.72 27.51 

Active interactions 3.19 3.47 0.28 41.48 29.26 

Note: The change in all these items of perceived neighborhood environment between two waves are significant 

(based on t-test) at the 1% level except that change in “access to public transit” is significant at the 5% level. 

Table 5-7 Changes in accessibility to facilities around neighborhood (N=229) 

Classification Wave 1 Wave 2 Difference  % of  

 N1 Mean N1 Mean  better-off 

Bus stop 229 7.21 227 7.88 0.66* 4.37 

Metro station 206 17.03 218 15.96 -1.07 17.03 

Parking lot 220 3.81 225 5.42 1.61*** 5.68 

Kindergarten 219 11.76 213 14.36 2.60*** 23.14 

Preliminary school 220 13.62 210 15.07 1.45 22.27 

Food market 229 9.70 226 8.95 -0.75 6.55 

Supermarket 226 10.90 227 10.33 -0.57 10.04 

Grocery 226 5.85 227 6.71 0.86** 3.49 

Bank or ATM 228 11.03 227 10.50 -0.53 6.11 

Clinic 227 13.87 221 15.19 1.32 23.58 

Park 199 16.34 205 19.21 2.87*** 28.38 

Composite index 229 8.74 229 8.71 -0.03 56.33 

Note: ***, ** and * denotes significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively; 

1 In case of over-estimation of the average distance, the walking distance is recoded as missing value (considered 

as inaccessible) if it is larger than 60 minutes. 
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5.3.2 Patterns of residential satisfaction change 

Despite of the improvement in residential environment, it is still possible that the 

movers adapted to the new environment and returned to their levels of pre-move residential 

satisfaction soon after relocation. To test this argument, Table 5-8 compares the average 

score of the five items measuring residential satisfaction before and after mover. It is shown 

that the respondents experienced substantial increase (around 25% or one point on a seven 

point scale) in the average rating of residential satisfaction after relocation. 73% of the 

movers reported higher levels of residential satisfaction. This is similar to the ratio reported 

by Lu (2002) and Barcus (2004), while they directly asked the respondents whether their 

new residence is better-off than the previous one. The t-test reveals that this degree of 

change is statistically significant at 1% level. This result is against the arguments of 

adaptation theory and implies that most movers have successfully adjusted their housing 

according to their needs and have not fully adapted to their new dwellings. 

Table 5-8 Changes in residential satisfaction after relocation 

Items wave 1 wave 2 difference1 % of no 
change2 

% of 
better-off 

1: Generally, I am completely satisfied with my 
residence here. 

4.380 5.726 1.346 17.88 63.13 

2: It makes me feel at home to live here. 5.196 5.972 0.777 23.09 55.87 

3: I do not want to change anything regarding my 
residence. 

3.981 5.311 1.330 12.29 65.18 

4: It is one of the best times to live here in my life. 4.935 5.756 0.821 23.65 56.05 

5: It is close to my ideal residence to live here. 4.047 5.194 1.147 16.57 61.08 

Average 4.508 5.592 1.084 3.17 73.00 

1 The change in all these items of residential satisfaction is significant at 1% significance level in t-test. 

2 “No change” denotes those who reported the same levels of residential satisfaction at two waves of survey.  

However, three issues are worth to be noticed. First, corroborating the findings from 

the bulk of existing studies (e.g. Lovejoy et al., 2010), this study also finds that the 

distribution of scores on residential satisfaction is upwardly skewed both before and after 

move. This result is against the dissatisfaction approach in studies of determinants of 

residential mobility, which argues that people decide to move because of unacceptable level 

of residential dissatisfaction. As shown later (Table 5-8), this may be caused by the 

differences among household members. Because in most cases household head is the 

decision maker of home relocation, it is possible that only the household head has low 

residential satisfaction yet other household members are largely satisfied. However, since 

this research focus on the outcomes rather than determinants of home relocation, I leave this 
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issue to future studies. Second, the significant increase in residential satisfaction after home 

relocation in this research suggests that there is little (at least incomplete) adaptation in 

residential satisfaction after relocation. This finding is consistent with Nakazato et al. (2011), 

who also find a strong and persistent increase in average levels of housing satisfaction after 

relocation for movers in Germany. However, since this survey only contains two waves of 

data within two years after relocation, it is still too early to reach a conclusion of whether 

adaptation happens in residential satisfaction after relocation. This can be consolidated in 

future studies based on long-term tracking of the movers. Third, there were still a sizeable 

proportion (around 24%) of participants who gave lower ratings on residential satisfaction 

after move, suggesting that the outcomes of residential satisfaction after relocation are rather 

heterogeneous among movers. Therefore, it is necessary to examine the differences of 

change in residential satisfaction among individuals with different characteristics. 

5.3.3 Bivariate results of change in residential satisfaction 

The following part of this section presents the results of a series of bivariate analyses of 

the differences in the patterns of change in residential satisfaction. First, the T test (for two 

groups) and F test (for more than two groups) reveal that degrees of change in residential 

satisfaction after move are quite different among people with different personal and 

household characteristics (Table 5-9). First, the female are (insignificantly) less benefited by 

the home relocation than the male in terms of improvement in residential satisfaction. This 

result is consistent with Barcus (2004) yet somewhat against the findings in studies of 

displacement (e.g. Li and Song, 2009; Posthumus et al., 2014), suggesting that ordinary 

move may have different impacts on residential satisfaction from displacement. However, 

the gender difference in residential satisfaction change is not significant. Second, while the 

elderly are the most satisfied both before and after relocation, it is the middle-aged that are 

more likely to rate their new residential environment positively. The difference among 

different age groups are significant at 5% level. This is probably because the majority of 

middle-aged movers are proceeding upward in housing career in terms of housing 

ownership and dwelling conditions. Third, household heads are more likely to enhance 

residential satisfaction after move than other household members. This disparity is mainly 

caused by the fact that household heads were generally less satisfied with their residence 

before move. This is reasonable because household heads are usually the decision-makers of 

home relocation and people usually move because of low residential satisfaction. 
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Table 5-9 Changes in residential satisfaction by socio-demographic characteristics 

 

N 

residential 

satisfaction 

(wave 1) 

residential 

satisfaction 

(wave 2) 

change in 

residential 

satisfaction1 

cases of 

better-off 

N (%) 

Gender      

Male 252 4.540 5.641 1.101 185 (73.41) 

Female 285 4.479 5.548 1.069 207 (72.63) 

T test    n.s.  

Age (wave 2)      

<40 248 4.414 5.482 1.095 181 (72.98) 

40-59 217 4.430 5.672 1.234 165 (76.04) 

>60 72 5.203 5.728 0.594 46 (63.89) 

F test    **  

Household membership      

Household head 229 4.356 5.544 1.188 135 (76.42) 

Other household member 308 4.620 5.627 1.007 217 (70.45) 

T test    *  
1 n.s., *, ** and *** represent the test of inter-group difference in residential satisfaction change is insignificant, 

significant at 10%, 5% and 1% level, respectively. The t-test results suggest that all groups of movers have 

reported significant increase in residential satisfaction (for simplicity, the significance level is not marked). The 

subsequent tables in this section follow the same rule. 

Second, the results suggest that there are significant differences in patterns of 

residential satisfaction change among movers with different motivations to move (Table 5-

10). As mentioned above, motivations to move are classified into three types: voluntary 

move for housing-related reasons (improvement of housing conditions and neighborhood 

environment), voluntary move for other reasons (mainly related to life-cycle change or 

considerations of travel conditions), and forced move. It is revealed that those moving for 

housing-related reasons experienced more improvement in residential satisfaction after 

move than those moving for other reasons. This is mainly because that those moving for 

housing-related reasons had very low level residential satisfaction before move and thus 

may make more efforts in searching for a more desirable place of residence. However, 

inconsistent with the arguments above, the forced movers are not necessarily worse-off. 

Instead, they have experienced even greater degree of improvement (an average increase of 

1.592 points) in residential satisfaction. Nevertheless, this result is not at odds and has also 

been found in some previous studies of displacement (e.g. Varady and Walker, 2000; Li and 

Song, 2009; Kearns and Mason, 2013; Posthumus et al., 2014). I contend that this is 

probably due to two reasons. On the one hand, the forced movers usually lived in dwelling 

with poor conditions and thus already had intentions to move before they are “forced” to 
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move (Kearns and Mason, 2013). On the other hand, the “forced” movers tend to have low 

expectations of the outcomes of home relocation. However, since the forced movers only 

take a small share of the sample size, more attention should be paid to this issue in future 

studies. 

Table 5-10 Changes in residential satisfaction by motivations to move 

 

N 

residential 

satisfaction 

(wave 1) 

residential 

satisfaction 

(wave 2) 

change in 

residential 

satisfaction 

cases of 

better-off (%) 

Motivation to move      

Voluntary move      

Housing-related 264 4.394 5.517 1.123 197 (74.62) 

Others 231 4.724 5.671 0.947 163 (70.56) 

Forced move 42 4.033 5.625 1.592 32 (76.19) 

F test    **  

Third, outcomes of relocation are also related to change in housing characteristics and 

locations in the city. As disclosed in Table 5-11, people experiencing different directions of 

housing tenure shift reported varying degrees of change in residential satisfaction. 

Specifically, most (more than 70%) of the housing owners, esp. those who newly gained 

housing ownership after move, viewed their new residence as better than the previous one. 

Conversely, those shifting from owner to renter status reported little improvement in their 

levels of residential satisfaction. This result is reasonable and confirms the importance of 

homeownership for residential satisfaction. Similarly, people moving to different locations 

in the city also reported varying (but insignificant) degrees of change in residential 

satisfaction. It seems that people preferred to live in the suburb area in Beijing because the 

suburban residents reported higher levels of residential satisfaction. However, probably 

because that people dislike to move for a long distance (Sloan, 2013), those who moved 

within city center gained similar degrees of improvement in residential satisfaction with 

those moving from the center to the suburb. 

Table 5-11 Changes in residential satisfaction by tenure shift and location change 

 

N 

residential 

satisfaction 

(wave 1) 

residential 

satisfaction 

(wave 2) 

change in 

residential 

satisfaction 

cases of 

better-off (%) 

Tenure shift      
renter-renter 62 4.239 5.501 1.262 46 (74.19) 

renter-owner 157 4.302 5.683 1.381 123 (78.34) 

owner-renter 22 5.136 5.464 0.327 13 (59.09) 

owner-owner 296 4.626 5.572 0.945 210 (70.95) 
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F test    ***  

Location change      

suburb-suburb 157 4.564 5.615 1.051 118 (75.16) 

suburb-center 70 4.631 5.466 0.834 48 (68.57) 

center-suburb 129 4.442 5.584 1.143 93 (72.09) 

center-center 181 4.457 5.625 1.167 133 (73.48) 

F test    n.s.  

5.4 Modeling results 

The determinants of change in residential satisfaction after move are examined by a 

multi-level SEM based on the conceptual model proposed above (Section 5.1). The 

maximum likelihood estimator with robust standard errors (MLR) is used in this study. 

MLR is robust to non-normality as well as some other mis-specifications and thus is 

commonly used in previous studies. The models are estimated with Mplus 7.0 (Muthén and 

Muthén, 2012). The most commonly used goodness-of-fit indices for SEM are listed in 

Table 5-12. The specification of these indicators and their recommended criteria have been 

discussed in detail in many methodological studies (e.g. Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Hu 

and Bentler, 1999; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). Generally, CFI and TLI are fit indexes 

and the larger the better; instead the RMSEA and χ2/df are indices of misfit and the smaller 

the better. All these indicators suggest that the model proposed in this research fits the data 

very well. The intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) is the most widely used indicator to 

judge the applicability of multi-level method. ICC is equal to variance partition coefficient 

(VPC) for simple multilevel models (Bartholomew et al., 2008: pp. 329), which indicates 

the ratio of total variance in dependent variable due to differences between groups. It is 

usually between .05 and .25 in social science research (Snijders and Bosker, 2012). The 

larger the ICC is, the more necessary to use the multi-level method. The ICCs on the five 

items of residential satisfaction in this model vary from 0.423 to 0.642, indicating that the 

change in residential satisfaction for individuals from the same households are highly 

correlated and can be largely explained at the household level. Therefore, the use of 

multilevel modeling is appropriate and necessary in this study. The measurement model of 

differenced scores on the five items (Figure 5-2) also implies a latent construct of change in 

residential satisfaction. To sum, the multi-level SEM model is well specified. The following 

of this section presents the modeling results of change in residential satisfaction after home 

relocation in detail. 
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Table 5-12 Indicators of model fit 

Model fit indicators Recommended criteria Goodness-of-fit indices 

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error Of 

Approximation) 

≤0.08 0.026 

CFI (Comparative fit index) ≥0.90 0.953 

TLI (Non-Normed-fit index) ≥0.90 0.939 

χ2/df (Chi-Square/Degrees of Freedom) ≤3 166.325/123≈1.35 

 

Figure 5-2 Measurement model of change in residential satisfaction 

5.4.1 Effects of change in residential environment 

The effects of residential environment change on change in residential satisfaction are 

presented in Table 5-13. The modeling results of change in housing characteristics largely 

support the arguments and results of cross-tabulations above. Similar to the findings 

disclosed by Lu (2002) and Barcus (2004), housing tenure shift is significant in predicting 

change in residential satisfaction associated with home relocation. Specifically, the movers 

with positive change in housing tenure (from renter to owner) experienced significantly 

more increase in the level of residential satisfaction than others; in contrast, those who 

shifted from owners to renters were more likely to report (insignificant) decrease in 

residential satisfaction after move. This result underpins the importance of homeownership 

for residential satisfaction. As revealed by previous literature, housing tenure status may not 

only encourage the dwellers to improve their housing conditions and invest in basic amenity 

and service (Lu, 1999; Costa-Font, 2013), but also make the owners psychologically proud 

by conveying a sense of social status. Unexpectedly, other variables of the change in 

housing conditions, such as change in dwelling size and housing type, are insignificant in 

Change in 
residential 

satisfaction 

item 1 

item 2 

item 3 

item 4 

item 5 

0.500*** 

1.098*** 

1.070*** 

0.655*** 

1.000*** 
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this model. One possible explanation of this finding is that their effects are offset by housing 

tenure shift. This has been partly confirmed by the cross-tabulation between tenure shift and 

the other two variables of change in housing conditions. As shown in Table 5-14, those 

moving from renters to homeowners also experienced the largest increase in dwelling size 

yet those moving from owners to renters lived in a much smaller housing after relocation. 

Similarly, most (47.69%) residents moving from non-commercial housing to commercial 

housing experienced positive tenure shift; however, moving from commercial housing to 

non-commercial housing is likely to be associated with losing housing ownership. 

Table 5-13 Effects of environmental change on change in residential satisfaction 

Variables Classification Effect 

Change in housing conditions   

Dwelling size m2 0.002 

   

Housing tenure renter — owner  0.597* 

(Reference group: renter — renter) owner — renter -0.291 

 owner — owner 0.182 

   

Housing type non-commercial — commercial -0.437 

(Reference group: non-commercial 

— non-commercial) 

commercial — non-commercial -0.309 

commercial — commercial -0.159 

Change in perceived 

neighborhood environment 

  

Accessibility & facilities Access to shopping area, community 

amenities and public transport 0.161 

physical design & maintenance Green/open spaces, street lighting, 

appearance, upkeep 0.347*** 

Safety & absence of nuisance Quietness, traffic and safety  0.340*** 

Social interaction & composition Economic status, socio-demographic 

features and social interaction 0.404*** 

Change in objective 

neighborhood environment 

  

Neighborhood location suburb — center -0.067 

(Reference group: suburb — 

suburb) 

center — suburb -0.309 

center — center 0.247 

Accessibility to various facilities Change in number of facilities within 

walking distance -0.049 

Table 5-14 Change in dwelling size and housing type by tenure shift 

Tenure shift Change in 

dwelling size (m2) 

% of NC-C 

movers 

% of C-NC 

movers 

% of no change in 

housing type 
Renter to renter 5.19 27.78 22.22 50.00 
Renter to owner 23.18 47.69 18.46 33.85 
Owner to renter -27.73 0.00 36.36 63.64 
Owner to owner 11.01 24.79 11.97 63.25 
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Change in neighborhood environment is also shown to have decisive impacts on 

change in residential satisfaction. First, it is interesting to note that better design and 

maintenance of neighborhood physical space significantly contribute to the increase in 

residential satisfaction. This echoes the literature reviewed above and further verifies the 

importance of open spaces (e.g. Vera-Toscano and Ateca-Amestoy, 2008; Yang, 2008; 

Permentier et al., 2011), attractive appearance (e.g. Gruber and Shelton, 1987; Parkes et al., 

2002; Hur and Morrow-Jones, 2008; Lovejoy et al., 2010) and clean and well-maintained 

neighborhood (Galster and Hesser, 1981; Hur and Morrow-Jones, 2008; Yang, 2008; Dekker 

et al., 2011) for residential satisfaction. Second, less nuisance and more safety also lead to 

improvement in residential satisfaction after home relocation. This result is in agreement 

with the bulk of evidences that perceived safety is a significant and positive contributor to 

residential satisfaction (e.g. Parkes et al., 2002; Posthumus et al., 2014) and perceived 

problem in the neighborhood is a negative predictor of residential satisfaction (e.g. Lu, 1999; 

Parkes et al., 2002; Mohan and Twigg, 2007). This also confirms the empirical findings in 

some studies of the outcomes of public housing redevelopment (e.g. Oakley et al., 2013). 

Third, previous studies find that frequency of social contact with neighbors and degree of 

friendliness in the neighborhood are quite important for neighborhood satisfaction (e.g. 

Parkes et al., 2002; Hur and Morrow-Jones, 2008; Permentier et al., 2011). At the same time, 

the enhanced similarity in social attributes among neighbors is also positively associated 

with increased residential satisfaction after move (Shefer, 1986). These findings are 

supported by this research. It is found that more intense social interaction with neighbors 

and more similar composition in the neighborhood have significant and positive influence 

on change in residential satisfaction. Fourth, while the improvement in perceived 

accessibility to various community facilities has positive effects on post-move residential 

satisfaction, the coefficient is insignificant. More interestingly, the objective indicator even 

has a negative but insignificant effect on residential satisfaction change. These two results 

may be caused by two reasons. One reason may be that accessibility is not a major concern 

when people evaluate their residential satisfaction. The other possible reason is that people 

need to make some necessary trade-offs between accesses to different facilities. E.g. those 

moving for a better preliminary school may need to bare the longer distance to supermarket 

and metro station. Fifth, similar to the findings in the descriptive analysis above, those who 

moved within the inner city gained most in residential satisfaction after move. This is 

supportive for the findings by Sloan (2013) and Varady and Walker (2000), who found that 
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the benefits of residential mobility tend to decrease with the distance moved from the old 

neighborhood. However, the effects are still insignificant, implying that there are not much 

difference between outcomes of moves to different locations in the city. Overall, the change 

in neighborhood environment is more explanative of the change in residential satisfaction 

than housing conditions in this research. This finding seems to support some previous 

studies (e.g. Parkes et al., 2002; Li and Chen, 2011), in which neighborhood attributes are 

found to be a better predictor of residential satisfaction than housing variables. 

5.4.2 Effects of motivations to move and personal/household socioeconomics 

Previous studies suggest that people with different motivations to move tend to have 

different degrees of improvement in residential satisfaction because they may have different 

preferences and expectations. E.g. Lu (2002) shows that those who move for housing-

related reasons are more likely to report better residential conditions; Oakley et al. (2013) 

disclose that the movers who preferred to renovated their old dwelling are less satisfied after 

move. However, this study shows quite mixed results for the effects of motivations to move 

(Table 5-15). While those moving for housing-related reasons reported more improvement 

in residential satisfaction than others, the voluntary movers seem to be less benefited from 

relocation compared with forced movers. As discussed above, this may be due to the low 

levels of baseline residential satisfaction and low expectations of post-move residential 

conditions for the forced movers. It is also possible that some of the movers involved in 

demolishment were already planning to move before the displacement (Kearns and Mason, 

2013). However, these two indicators of motivation to move are all insignificant, suggesting 

that motivations to move have not led to much difference in the outcomes of home 

relocation. 

Table 5-15 Effects of motivations to move and personal/household characteristics on 

change in residential satisfaction 

Variables Classification Effect 

Motivations to move   

Voluntary move Voluntary move=1; forced move=0 -0.430 

Housing-related move House-related reasons=1; others=0 0.275 

Household socioeconomics   

Household income 6,000-9,999 -0.334 

(reference group: ≤5,999) 10,000-19,999 -0.364 

 ≥20,000 -0.965** 

Presence of child Presence of a child=1; others=0 0.037 

Duration of residence Logarithm of months living in previous residence 0.114 
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Personal characteristics   

Gender Female=1; male=0 -0.056 

   

Age 40–59 0.212 

(reference group: ≤39) ≥60 -0.314 

   

Marital status Married=1; others=0 -0.238 

   

Education attainment High School 0.147 

(reference group: junior 

Secondary or lower) 

University or above 0.027 

 

Similar to the existing findings (e.g. Lu, 2002; Barcus, 2004), personal and household 

socioeconomics are generally insignificant explanatory factors of change in residential 

satisfaction after move. This may be because that personal and household socioeconomics 

only have marginal effects on residential satisfaction after controlling the effects of 

residential environment (e.g. Du and Li, 2010; Dekker et al., 2011; Permentier et al., 2011; 

Li and Wu, 2013). The only exception is that the households with highest levels of income 

report significantly less improvement in residential satisfaction. Several mechanisms may 

explain this result. First, because housing usually takes a major part in the household’s 

consumption, the movers may have lower level of available income than others after buying 

a new dwelling or renting a better house after move. However, since they had allocated 

more resources to improve housing and neighborhood conditions, it is reasonable for them 

to report more improvement in residential satisfaction (investment effect). Second, this may 

be because that the richer group has higher aspirations and is thus more difficult to be 

satisfied (aspiration effect). Third, this can also be caused by the fact that the richer 

residents are usually more likely to rate their residence at the top end on the scale of 

residential satisfaction at the baseline and thus cannot rate higher scores even though they 

have felt improvement (ceiling effect 11 ). The preliminary analysis provides supportive 

evidences to all hypotheses. As shown in Table 5-16, the richer residents had higher levels 

of residential satisfaction before move, implying the existence of a ceiling effect. However, 

the lower level of post-move residential satisfaction for the richer than the poorer 

                                                   
11 The ceiling effect is similar to the “principle of diminishing marginal utility” in economics, in 

which a person derives less utility from consuming each additional unit of a product. However, it is 

noticeable that the ceiling effect in this study is partly derived from the artificially divided Likert 

scales to measure residential satisfaction. 
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households supports the hypothesized effects of differential aspirations. Moreover, the fact 

that households with reduced levels of income reported more improvement in residential 

satisfaction seems to support the investment effect. Therefore, more studies are needed in 

the future to decipher the relationships between household income and change in residential 

satisfaction after move. 

Table 5-16 Change in residential satisfaction by household income levels 

 

N 

residential 

satisfaction 

(wave 1) 

residential 

satisfaction 

(wave 2) 

change in 

residential 

satisfaction 

cases of 

better-off (%) 

Household income level      

≤5,999 63 4.151 5.822 1.359 50 (79.37) 

6,000-9,999 165 4.266 5.711 1.244 128 (77.58) 

10,000-19,999 225 4.628 5.623 1.160 171 (76.00) 

≥20,000 84 4.785 5.100 0.360** 43 (51.19) 

F test    ***  

Change in household income      

Increased 410 4.595 5.711 1.116 309 (75.37) 

Decreased 127 4.225 5.206 0.981 83 (65.35) 

T test    n.s.  

Note: The increase in travel satisfaction for movers with household income “≥20,000” is significant at 5% level. 

5.5 Summary 

This chapter examines the change in both residential environment and residential 

satisfaction associated with home relocation. Generally, it is shown that most movers have 

improved their residential conditions and proceeded their housing careers. This is in line 

with the previous arguments of housing career that people seek all the opportunities to 

adjust their consumption upward rather than downward. This also partly confirms the 

assumptions in migration researches, which argue that people are rational decision-makers 

and move in expectation of better residential conditions. At the same time, it is shown that 

while most residents perceived improvement in accessibility after relocating to the new 

neighborhood, the walking distance to various community facilities were not necessarily 

shortened. For example, the time cost of going to the nearest bus stop, parking lot, 

kindergarten, preliminary school and grocery increased after move. The seemingly 

conflicting changes between people’s subjective experiences and objective indicators may 

be because that the facilities which became further from the neighborhood are not the major 

concerns when people evaluate the accessibility of their neighborhood. 
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This chapter also suggests that most movers have improved their residential satisfaction 

after move. The average increase in residential satisfaction is as high as around 1 point on a 

7-point scale or one quarter of the baseline level. This change is statistically significant. 

These findings are consistent with most previous empirical evidences (e.g. Lu, 2002; Barcus, 

2004; Sloan, 2013) and suggest that home relocation generally has positive impacts on the 

movers’ residential satisfaction. This finding also suggests that the movers have not 

completely adapted to the change in their residence and tend to experience lasting 

improvement in residential satisfaction. However, since the period of this study is still not 

long enough to make affirmative conclusions, more studies are still needed in the future to 

examine the long-term effects of home relocation on residential satisfaction. 

The change in residential satisfaction associated with home relocation is mainly 

influenced by change in housing conditions and neighborhood environment. Similar to the 

previous findings (e.g. Lu, 2002; Barcus, 2004), housing tenure shift is one of the most 

important determinants of change in residential satisfaction after move. Compared with 

change in housing conditions, change in different aspects of perceived neighborhood 

environment is much more explanative of change in people’s residential satisfaction. Better 

design and maintenance of the neighborhood physical space, safer environment, enhanced 

neighborhood interaction and more similarity between neighbors all contribute to the 

improvement in residential satisfaction. Therefore, future studies should pay more attention 

to the neighborhood environment to explain change in residential satisfaction. 

While the existing literature of the impacts of home relocation on the ordinary movers 

emphasize the personal and household characteristics and motivations to move, these factors 

are relatively less explanative of change in residential satisfaction in this research, implying 

that previous studies may be biased and have underscored the importance of dynamics in 

residential environment. Moreover, the signs of effects for some socioeconomic variables in 

this research also contradict findings from the migration literature, suggesting that the 

factors influencing residential satisfaction may be different from those influencing change 

in residential satisfaction following a move. Some psychological mechanisms, such as the 

aspiration effect and ceiling effect, may explain the counter-intuitive effects of some 

socioeconomic variables (e.g. household income) on change in residential satisfaction. 

However, more attention should be paid in the future to unravel the factors contributing to 

residential satisfaction changes after move. 
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These findings have important policy implications. On the one hand, the important 

effects of housing tenure render support to the development of price-subsidized housing 

such as affordable housing. Considering that the housing price is rocketing in Chinese large 

cities, it is also important to promote housing ownership among the young or disadvantaged 

people through policies such as tax remission, low-interest loans and free consultative 

services. On the other hand, since the neighborhood environment is decisive to improve 

residential satisfaction after move, future community planning can improve people’s 

residential satisfaction by investing in the design of neighborhood environment. The 

heterogeneity in residential satisfaction changes among different social groups also reminds 

the policy-makers to pay more attention to residents’ preferences and psychological 

mechanisms when making policies to improve people’s residential satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 6  CHANGE IN TRAVEL SATISFACTION 

This chapter examines the patterns and determinants of change in the mover’s travel 

satisfaction after home relocation. The chapter is structured as follows. The first section 

justifies the selection of variables to explain change in travel satisfaction based on the 

discussions in Chapter 3 and the existing literature of travel satisfaction. The second section 

explains the measures and defines variables. The third section describes the patterns of 

change in both travel conditions and travel satisfaction after move. The differences in 

patterns of change in travel satisfaction are also compared among different social groups. 

The fourth section presents the modeling results and the final section concludes. 

6.1 Theoretical consideration 

6.1.1 Direction of change in travel satisfaction 

According to the discussions in Chapter 3, travel satisfaction is not necessarily 

improved after move. On the one hand, it is revealed that many residents decide to relocate 

their dwellings in order to fulfill their needs (e.g. Burgess, 1925; Clark and Onaka, 1983; 

Ben-Akiva and Bowman, 1998); the studies of residential self-selection also suggest that 

people with different travel attitudes and lifestyle preferences tend to reside in certain 

neighborhoods which facilitate their preferred travel behaviors (e.g. Pinjari et al., 2009; 

Chen and Lin, 2011). Therefore, according to the assumption of rational choice in relocation 

behavior, these movers should have improved their travel conditions and travel satisfaction. 

On the other hand, however, it is argued that the movers usually have to make a trade-off 

between housing price and travel cost (e.g. Weisbrod et al., 1980; Phe and Wakely, 2000). 

As a corollary, those moving mainly for housing-related reasons may not improve their 

travel conditions much. According to the adaptation theory, the movers’ travel satisfaction 

may also return to their baseline levels soon after home relocation. Therefore, we cannot 

make affirmative predictions of the direction of change in travel satisfaction based on 

existing studies. The rest of this chapter will test these competing hypotheses by examining 

the patterns of change in travel satisfaction. The differences in patterns of pre-post travel 

satisfaction change among individuals with different characteristics are also compared. 
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6.1.2 Determinants of travel satisfaction 

According to the discussions in Chapter 3 (pp. 45), it can be argued that change in 

travel satisfaction after home relocation should be mainly influenced by change in 

predictors of travel satisfaction, motivations to move, and personal and household 

socioeconomics. Predictors of travel satisfaction are mainly examined recently from the 

perspective of SWB (Table 6-1). Generally, it is suggested that travel satisfaction is 

predominantly influenced by three groups of factors: built environment, trip-specific 

attributes and personal characteristics. 

Table 6-1 Existing frameworks and determinants of travel satisfaction 

Study Component* Research aim Research findings 

Cao, 2013 TS Examine the connections 
between building light rail 
transit and TS and LS 

Light rail transit (+) → neighborhood 
accessibility to destinations (+) and transit (+) 
→ TS (+) → LS; accessibility to destinations 

(+) → LS 

Kim et al., 
2014 

Mode-
specific 
(walking) TS 

Investigate relationship 
between meso- and micro-
scale built environment 
factors and TS 

Activity intensity (+), intersection density (-), 
slope (-), presence of bus stop (+), bus lane (+), 
crossing (+), street lamps (+), trees (+), 
sidewalk width (+), company (-) & familiarity 
of walking (+) and over 60 (+) → utilitarian 
walking satisfaction; intersection density (-), 
slope (-), presence of bus lane (+), street lamps 

& ramps (+), trees (+), familiarity of walking 
(+) → recreational walking satisfaction 

Eriksson et 
al., 2013 

Satisfaction 
with work 
commute 

Unravel how mode-specific 
attributes influence TS 

Fun (+), safety (+), lifestyle match (+) → TS; 
exercise, flexibility, speed, comfort and 
pollution do not affect TS; TS influence mood 
when coming home yet does not influence 
satisfaction with the day 

Olsson et al., 

2013 

Satisfaction 

with work 
commute 

Investigate how work 

commute impacts overall life 
satisfaction 

Age (51-65) (+), walking/biking (+), commuting 

time (-) → TS (+) → SWB 

Abou-Zeid 
and Ben-
Akiva, 2011 

Commute 
satisfaction 

Examine the effect of social 
comparison on travel 
happiness 

Commute stress (-), commute enjoyment (+), 
social & intrapersonal comparative happiness 
(+) → TS (+) → work wellbeing (satisfaction & 
activity happiness); travel time (+), travel time 
variability (+), congestion (+) → commute 
stress; shorter commute time than others (+), 

non-motorized travel mode (+) → social 
comparative happiness 

Ettema et al., 
2012 

Commute 
wellbeing for 
travelers by 
public transit 

Access the impact of 
activities performed during 
transit travel on TS 

Perceived crowdedness (+), activities during 
travel (m), duration (-), age (m), commute trips 
per week (m) → travel SWB; the effects for 
commute to and from work are inconsistent 

Bergstad et 
al., 2011a 

SWB and TS 
in general 

Determine whether car use 
affects TS 

% of weekly car use (+), over 55 (+) and 
presence of child (-) → TS 

Mokhtarian Travel liking Contest views of travel as a Provide both theoretical and empirical 
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and 
Salomon, 
2001 

derived demand and 
highlight the positive utility 
of travel 

evidences of the existence of humans’ intrinsic 
desire to travel; existence of excess travel; travel 
itself may generate pleasure 

Ettema et al., 
2011 

Travel SWB Explore causes of differences 
in travel-related SWB 

Travel SWB is affected by travel mode, travel 
time, accessibility to bus stop and number of 
activities in the daily agenda 

Carreira et 
al., 2014 

TS for mid-
distance bus 

users 

Provide a holistic scale to 
measure travel experience 

and analyze its effects on TS 

7 dimensions of travel experience are identified; 
individual space (+), information provision (+), 

staff’s skills (+), vehicle maintenance (+) → TS 

LaJeunesse 
and 
Rodríguez, 
2012 

Journey-base 
affect during 
work 
commute 

Examine how mindfulness 
affect the commuting 
experience directly and 
indirectly 

Mindfulness (+), competence (+), stress (-), time 
affluence (+) → commute attunement 
(satisfying and peaceful feelings) 

* TS denote ‘travel satisfaction’; “X → Y” means X has causal effects on Y; (+), (-) and (m) means the effects is 

positive, negative and mixed, respectively. 

(1) Built environment 

Built environment is usually considered as an important determinant of travel behaviors 

such as car use, walking and commuting time. Since travel behaviors are closely associated 

with travel experiences and travel satisfaction, characteristics of built environment are 

expected to influence travel satisfaction. However, while there is a large volume of studies 

on the associations between built environment and travel behavior (Ewing and Cervero, 

2010), only limited attention has been paid to associations between travel satisfaction and 

built environment which facilitate or constrains travel (Cao, 2013). This small body of 

existing studies mainly focus on two aspects of built environment: accessibility and 

walkability. On the one hand, accessibility is found to be one of the most influential factors 

of travel satisfaction. E.g. it is demonstrated that enhancement in access to light rail stations 

expands resident’s travel choice set and improves their travel satisfaction (Cao, 2013); in a 

survey of travel experiences at several hypothesized travel agendas, respondents are 

generally less satisfied with their travel if they have poor access to bus stops (Ettema et al., 

2011). On the other hand, walking environment is found to be an important predictor of 

travel satisfaction. E.g. built environment attributes such as walking distance (as a indicator 

of accessibility of the built environment), density, slope, sidewalk width, presence of 

crossing, street lamps, trees and pavement condition are influential for satisfaction with 

walking trips (Stradling et al., 2007; Manaugh and El-Geneidy, 2013; Kim et al., 2014). 

Ettema and Smajic (2014) test a series of hypotheses on the relationships between affect 

during walking trips and place settings of different trips. They disclose that excitement and 

variation of walking environment and places with lower activation levels may lead to 
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positive affect during walking trips. However, there are also evidences showing that built 

environment characteristics (e.g. intersection density, slope and land use) are remarkably 

similar among different trip satisfaction levels (e.g. Paige Willis et al., 2013). 

(2) Trip-specific attributes 

People tend to have different levels of satisfaction when traveling with different travel 

modes. Existing studies usually classify travel modes into three kinds: car user, public-

transit user and slow-mode user (e.g. Friman et al., 2013). It is demonstrated that slow-mode 

users are generally most satisfied with their travels (ibid.; Olsson et al., 2013; LaJeunesse 

and Rodríguez, 2012). This is probably because walking or cycling not only provides access 

to natural environment resources to counteract fatigue (Tinsley et al., 2002), but contributes 

to senses of self-esteem, independence, mastery and social connectedness, esp. for the 

elderly (Ziegler and Schwanen, 2011). The car users tend to be more satisfied with travel 

than those who depend on public transit (e.g. Hiscock et al., 2002; Ory et al., 2004; Mann 

and Abraham, 2006; Gardner and Abraham, 2007; Morris and Guerra, 2014). This may be 

because that traveling by car tends to derive much comfort, driving pleasure, sense of speed 

and feeling of self-control (Steg, 2005; Bergstad et al., 2011b) and traveling by transit is 

usually characterized by uncertainty, waiting, crowdedness and repeated transfers. However, 

because driving is also usually associated with traffic congestions, which may increase the 

driver’s physical disorder and stress levels (e.g. Stokols et al., 1978), the car users are 

relatively less satisfied with their travels compared with slow-mode users. 

Besides the inter-mode differences in travel satisfaction, the instrumental factors of 

specific trips also have significant effects on travel satisfaction. First, people generally 

dislike the travel cost in terms of travel time and fares. For instance, Olsson et al. (2013) and 

Ettema et al. (2012) reveal that commuting time is negatively associated with satisfaction 

with commute to and from work. However, since commute may function as a transition 

between work and home, the ideal commute time is not zero (Mokhtarian and Salomon, 

2001), implying a nonlinear relationship between commute time and travel satisfaction. 

Second, the certainty and availability of travel time are also an important predictor of travel 

satisfaction. For example, it is disclosed that predictability of the trip and reliability of 

transport service can significantly reduce commuting stress and increase travel satisfaction 

(Wener et al., 2003); residents with high time affluence are also more likely to be satisfied 

with their journey to work (LaJeunesse and Rodríguez, 2012). Third, the adequacy of travel 
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services and travel mobility are also related to travel satisfaction. For example, it is found 

that frequency of service is an important factor influencing satisfaction with the bus service 

(e.g. Hensher et al., 2003). Similarly, car ownership is found to have great impacts on the 

elderly’s daily life and sense of wellbeing (e.g. Ziegler and Schwanen, 2011); weekly car 

use is also positively associated with travel satisfaction (e.g. Bergstad et al., 2011a). 

The non-instrumental factors also have important effects on travel satisfaction. For 

example, Friman et al. (2001) find that satisfaction with treatment by employee, reliability 

of service, simplicity of information and design of vehicles are important dimensions of 

satisfaction with public transport services; it is also disclosed that non-instrumental 

attributes such as safety are positively related to satisfaction with travel (Stradling et al., 

2007; Eriksson et al., 2013); similarly, factors such as individual spaces and vehicle 

maintenance also have important impacts on travel satisfaction (e.g. Carreira et al., 2014). 

However, it is noticeable that travel experience and its predictors seem to be dependent on 

trip purpose. For example, work-related travel is much less enjoyable than trips for 

interaction with others (Morris and Guerra, 2014); respondents also attach more importance 

to instrumental factors for journeys to work yet almost equal importance to instrumental and 

non-instrumental factors in leisure journeys (Anable and Gatersleben, 2005). 

(3) Personal characteristics 

Existing studies on travel satisfaction usually do not control the effects of personal and 

household socioeconomics. This is partly because that socioeconomic variables are 

generally less predictive of travel satisfaction. For example, Olsson et al. (2013) suggest that 

among various socioeconomic variables such as age, gender, marriage, child, education and 

income, only age has some effects on commute satisfaction; similarly, Bergstad et al. (2011) 

reveal that age, presence of child and weekly car use only account for about 2% of the total 

variance (R2
adj = 0.02) in travel satisfaction. However, some psychological factors are found 

to have important effects on travel satisfaction. For example, it is argued that different 

individuals may weight attributes of travel conditions differently (Chapman and Ritzdorf, 

1986). People with different attitudes to walk also tend to be affected differently by trip 

characteristics such as trip distance, duration and slope of the route (Manaugh and El-

Geneidy, 2013). Specifically, the environmentalists and exercise group are relatively more 

satisfied with their walking trips and less influenced by trip distance than the cost 

minimizers or convenience seekers; people who value convenience of commuting location 
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may also have different levels of satisfaction with walking from those who choose their 

homes for better residential amenities (ibid.). 

6.1.3 A conceptual model of change in travel satisfaction 

To sum, the existing studies reviewed above generally suggest that travel satisfaction 

should be improved with increased accessibility, better walking environment and improved 

trip-specific attributes. At the same time, similar to the studies of residential satisfaction, 

motivations to move and personal and household socioeconomics should also influence 

change in travel satisfaction after move. Accordingly, a conceptual model can be developed 

to explain change in travel satisfaction (Figure 6-1). 

 

Figure 6-1 A conceptual model of change in travel satisfaction 

First, change in neighborhood environment may directly lead to change in travel 

satisfaction. On the one hand, higher accessibility to various facilities not only enables 

people to participate in more daily activities but also reduces their travel cost in terms of 

Household characteristics 
 

income, presence of child 

change in car ownership 

Personal level variables 

Motivations to move 
 

travel-related reason 

Change in neighborhood quality 
 

Perceived: 

accessibility & facilities, physical 
design & maintenance, safety & 

absence of nuisance, social interaction 

& composition 

 
Objective: 

accessibility, walkability 

Household level variables 

Change in trip-specific attributes 

 
daily travel time, trip frequency, 

time spent in out-of-home 

activities 

Personal characteristics 
 

gender, age, marriage, education, 

employment 

 
Change in 

travel 

satisfaction 



 

99 

time and money. Therefore, enhanced neighborhood accessibility should lead to higher level 

of travel satisfaction. On the other hand, better design of neighborhood walking 

environment, such as land use mix, street scale, street connectivity, aesthetic qualities and 

perceived safety, is also expected to increase travel satisfaction after move, esp. satisfaction 

with walking trips around the neighborhood. Moreover, change in residential environment 

may also lead to change in travel satisfaction by reshaping people’s mobility and activity 

pattern (De Vos et al., 2013). This goes to the second group of factors influencing change in 

travel satisfaction. 

Second, according to the review of travel satisfaction literature above, characteristics of 

travel trips (such as travel time) and quality of travel services (e.g. cleanness of bus) are 

important predictors of travel satisfaction. Therefore, the change in these trip-specific 

attributes associated with residential relocation may also contribute to the change in travel 

satisfaction after move. The trip-specific attributes mainly include two aspects. One is 

related to the cost of travel and the quality of specific travel modes. For instance, change in 

travel time should contribute to the change in travel satisfaction. Considering that there are 

significant regional differences in transit services in terms of comfort, punctuality and price, 

relocation is usually associated with change in travel services, which may lead to different 

emotional experiences and change in travel satisfaction. The other is related to the 

opportunities provided by travel and goal attainment facilitated by travel. For example, if 

one can fulfill more needs after a trip (e.g. have more choices of out-of-home activities), 

s/he may become more satisfied with daily travel. Similarly, if one have more (potential) 

choices in daily travel or travel to a destination more easily, s/he may report higher level of 

travel satisfaction. 

Third, residents with varying motivations to move or socioeconomics may also 

experience different degrees of improvement in travel satisfaction after home relocation. On 

the one hand, because people with different motivations to move may have different travel 

demands and preferences, they may experience varying degrees of improvement in travel 

satisfaction after move. On the other hand, since people with different socioeconomics may 

have varying travel needs and expectations of the outcomes of home relocation, they may 

have different degrees of appreciation of the outcomes of relocation and thus report 

differential travel satisfaction changes. Moreover, some change in socioeconomics 

associated with home relocation may also influence the perceived change in satisfaction 
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faction. For example, it is found that car ownership and car usage are quite important for 

both activity-travel pattern and travel satisfaction (e.g. Ziegler and Schwanen, 2011; 

Bergstad et al., 2011a). Since home relocation usually has strong impact on car ownership 

and car usage (Prillwitz et al., 2006; Bhat and Guo, 2007; Zegras, 2010), these changes may 

exert important impacts on change in travel satisfaction. 

6.2 Measures and variables 

This section introduces the measures adopted in this research and the methods of 

analysis. It begins with an introduction of the dependent variable, change in travel 

satisfaction. It then presents the major independent variables in this research: change in 

neighborhood environment and trip-specific attributes. This section also specifies the 

control variables related to motivation to move and personal and household socioeconomics. 

6.2.1 Measure of change in travel satisfaction 

Similar to the change in residential satisfaction, this study mainly measures change in 

travel satisfaction based on scales of travel satisfaction. Existing measures of travel 

satisfaction mainly take reflective forms. Some apply the single-item scale such as “Taking 

all things together, how satisfied would you say you are with your commute from home to 

work?” (Abou-Zeid and Ben-Akiva, 2011); some others adopt the multi-item scales similar 

to the SWLS (e.g. Bergstad et al., 2011a; Ettema et al., 2011; Friman et al., 2013). Since the 

mufti-item scales tend to have less measurement error, this research uses the multi-item 

scale developed by Bergstad et al. (2011a) to measure travel satisfaction before and after 

move. This scale has been used in existing transportation studies (e.g. Cao, 2013). It consists 

of five statements on people’s general travel conditions: 1) I am completely satisfied with my 

daily travel; 2) My travel facilitates my daily life; 3) When I think of my daily travel the 

positive aspects outweigh the negative; 4) I do not want to change anything regarding my 

daily travel; 5) My daily travel makes me feel good. Respondents rated the statements on 

seven-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally disagree). The 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (0.91 in the 1st wave and 0.84 in the 2nd wave of survey) 

suggest good internal consistency of this scale. The Cronbach’s alpha of the difference in 

travel satisfaction at two waves (0.88) indicates that the difference scores are also consistent 

and can be modeled as a latent construct. 
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6.2.2 Definitions of independent variables 

According to the discussions above, change in travel satisfaction should be mainly 

influenced by change in neighborhood environment, trip-specific attributes, motivations to 

move and personal and household socioeconomics. The definitions of these variables are 

listed in in Table 6-2. 

Table 6-2 Definition of independent variables* 

Category Variables Definition Mean/% St. dev. 

Change in 

objective 

neighborhood 

environment 

Change in accessibility to 

facilities 

Change in number of facilities 

(e.g. bus stop, supermarket and 

park) within walking distance -0.03 2.77 

    

Change in separation of 

sidewalk and traffic lane 

in the neighborhood 

not separated — separated=1; 

others=0 

41.05%  

   

Change in trip 

characteristics 

and travel 

mobility 

Change in total daily 

travel time 

min 

26.51 93.88 

    

Change in daily trip 

frequency 

Number of trips 

0.37 1.72 

    

Change in time spent in 

out-of-home activities 

min 

48.55 251.00 

    

Change in household car 

ownership 

increase in car ownership=1; 

others=0 

23.14%  

Motivation to 

move 

Reason to move travel-related reason=1; others=0 23.14%  

    

Household 

socioeconomics 

Household income ≤5,999 (reference group) 15.28%  

6,000-9,999 33.62%  

10,000-19,999 37.99%  

≥20,000 13.10%  

    

Presence of child presence of a child=1; others=0 20.09%  

Personal 

characteristics 

Gender female=1; male=0 53.07%  

    
Age ≤39 (reference group) 46.18%  

40–59 40.41%  

≥60 13.41%  

    

Marital status married=1; others=0 85.29%  

    

Education attainment Junior Secondary or lower 

(reference group) 13.97% 
 

High School 51.40%  

University or above 34.64%  

    

Employment status full-time worker=1; others=0 64.80%  
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* Change in perceived neighborhood environment is defined by factor scores and is not presented in this table. 

(1) Change in neighborhood environment 

As suggested above, accessibility and walkability are two major aspects of 

neighborhood environment influencing travel satisfaction. Accessibility can be measured by 

the indicators adopted in the last chapter (Section 5.2.2), i.e. the factor score of change in 

perceived accessibility & facilities and the composite index of change in number of facilities 

proximate to neighborhood. Neighborhood walkability usually emphasizes the physical 

characteristics such as density, diversity, connectivity and difficulties for walking (Cerin et 

al., 2007). These aspects can be partly measured by the factor “change in physical design & 

maintenance” in the last chapter. The social environment may also influence the patterns and 

experiences of walking or cycling around neighborhood. For example, neighborhood social 

cohesion and sense of community are significantly related to time spent on walking and 

satisfaction with commuting (Mendes de Leon et al., 2009; Páez and Whalen, 2010; Clark 

and Scott, 2013); perceived safety is also related to travel experiences (e.g. Eriksson et al., 

2013). Therefore, I incorporate all the four factors of change in neighborhood environment 

in Chapter 5 as determinants of change in travel satisfaction. An objective indicator 

indicating whether the sidewalk become more walkable (i.e. separated from traffic lane) 

after move is also included. 

(2) Change in trip-specific attributes 

The various trip-specific attributes can be measured by the change in travel patterns 

based on the activity diary data collected at the trip level. The participants in this study 

completed a one-day activity diary both before and after move. The activity diary recorded 

all the daily activities conducted one day before the survey date within Beijing (if the 

respondent was not in Beijing on that day, the activities in the last day before s/he left 

Beijing was reported) starting from 3:00 am. Three indicators derived from the activity diary 

data are applied in this research: change in total daily travel time, change in frequency of 

daily travel, and change in time spent in out-of-home activities before and after move. I also 

consider the change in travel time for different purposes at the aggregate level. However, I 

will not include the change in travel time for different purposes as an independent variable 

because this study only collects the activity diary for one day and the measurement errors of 

change in travel time for specific purposes can be very large. 
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(3) Motivations to move and socioeconomics 

This study adopts a dummy variable to measure motivations to move. Specifically, I 

differentiate those mainly moving for travel-related reasons (job change and improvement 

of travel conditions) from the others. The variables of personal and household 

socioeconomics are generally defined in the same way as those applied in the analysis of 

change in residential satisfaction except for three indicators. First, duration of residence is 

not included because it is not closely related to travel satisfaction. Second, employment 

status is included because it is related to commuting stress and daily activity patterns. Third, 

change in household car ownership is also included to explain change in travel satisfaction. 

It is defined as a dummy variable, which equals to 1 if the mover did not own a car before 

move and owned one after move. 

6.3 Descriptive analysis 

A descriptive analysis of the change in trip-specific attributes and travel satisfaction is 

conducted to provide a general picture about the outcomes of home relocation. The patterns 

of change in travel satisfaction among movers with different characteristics are also 

compared based on bivariate analysis. 

6.3.1 Change in trip-specific attributes and travel mobility 

Home relocation is shown to be associated with significant changes in trip-specific 

attributes in terms of daily activity patterns (Table 6-3). First, the movers generally spent 

more time in daily travel after move. A further analysis suggests that the increase in travel 

time are mainly for the purpose of subsistence and maintenance activities. This finding 

seems to contrast with the evidences revealed in previous studies (e.g. Levinson and Kumar, 

1994; Kim, 2008), which show that the average commute time remained largely stable after 

move. This may be because that many movers chose to live further from their work place in 

exchange for cheaper housing price. Since travel for these activities is usually considered as 

less rewarding and commute time tends to have negative impacts on travel satisfaction (e.g. 

Olsson et al., 2013; Ettema et al., 2012), the movers may report lower travel satisfaction. 

Second, the daily trip frequency also increased after move. This may be because that people 

had better access to various facilities and can make a trip more easily. However, it is also 

possible that the distribution of facilities became more scattered and the mover had to make 

more trips to fulfill their needs. Therefore, the effects of increase in trip frequency on 
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change in travel satisfaction are to be tested. Third, time spent in out-of-home activities also 

increased. This implies that the movers spent time in activities such as shopping, eating and 

leisure outside. This may lead to improvement in travel satisfaction. 

Table 6-3 Change in daily travel patterns
†
 

Variable Wave 1 Wave 2 Change1 
Total daily travel time (min) 82.61 109.12 26.51*** 

Purpose    
Discretionary 64.97 67.62 2.64 
Subsistence 91.21 103.62 12.41*** 

Maintenance 49.57 63.20 13.63*** 
Daily trip frequency 2.14 2.51 0.37*** 
Time spent in out-of-home activities (min) 329.35 377.90 48.55*** 

† 
The trip purpose is defined by its subsequent non-travel activity; if the destination of the trip is home, the 

purpose of the trip is defined by its former non-travel activity; the purpose of those purely walking trips (e.g. 

jogging or walking the dog) are coded as discretionary. The three categories of activities are defined as follows: 

the “discretionary” mainly include the social or recreation ones; “subsistence” denotes those working (or 

studying for students); “maintenance” consists of the other activities such as eating, shopping, personal affairs 

and pick-up activities. 

1 “***” denotes that the changes are significant at the 1% level. 

The travel mobility in terms of car ownership and car usage was improved after move. 

As indicated by Table 6-4, car ownership increased as much as 15.28% after relocation. This 

may be due to the change in residential environment after home relocation. As mentioned 

above, relatively more residents moved to the suburban area or a commodity housing 

community. Since car ownership tends to be higher in the suburb region or the commercial 

housing than that in other types of neighborhoods (Wang et al., 2011), it is reasonable that 

the rate of car ownership increased after home relocation. This increase in car ownership 

partly explains why the resident still reported improvement in perceived accessibility to the 

city center and shopping areas while they moved from center to suburb. Home relocation 

did not have much impacts on the intensity of car usage in term of vehicle miles traveled per 

month. This is mainly because that those who had car ownership before move increased 

their car use after home relocation, suggesting that home relocation may be associated with 

more intense car usage. 

Table 6-4 Changes in car ownership and usage (N=229) 

 Wave 1 Wave 2 
Change 

Variable N %/Mean N %/Mean 
% of car ownership 88 38.43% 123 53.71% 15.28%*** 
Intensity of car usage (km/month) 87 1125.95 123 1183.21 57.26 

Among them:      
No change in car ownership 70 1027.97 70 1219.07 191.10 

Note: *** denotes significance at the 1% level; Car ownership and car usage is measured at the household level. 
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To sum, the respondents in this survey experienced significant changes in daily activity 

patterns and car ownership after move. Together with the changes in residential 

environment associated with relocation, these changes in daily travel patterns and car 

ownership are expected to lead to change in travel satisfaction after relocation. The 

following section examines the patterns of change in travel satisfactions. 

6.3.2 Patterns of travel satisfaction change 

Generally, home relocation has positive impacts on the movers’ travel satisfaction. As 

shown in Table 6-5, the average travel satisfaction increased from 4.68 to 5.64 (around 20%) 

after move and nearly 70% of the movers reported improvement in travel satisfaction. The t-

test reveals that this degree of change is statistically significant at 1% significance level. 

This result provides little evidence of adaptation in travel satisfaction within the period of 

this study and suggests that most residents still take relocation as a chance to improve their 

travel conditions. However, it is still noteworthy that there are still many (around 30%) 

participants who rated their daily travel worse than before, suggesting that the improvement 

in residential satisfaction is by no means given and differential among movers. 

Table 6-5 Changes in daily travel satisfaction 

Items wave 1 wave 2 difference % of no 

change 

% of 

better-off 

1: I am completely satisfied with my daily travel. 
4.84 5.65 0.81 22.35 54.19 

2: My travel facilitates my daily life. 
4.96 5.67 0.71 23.84 51.58 

3: When I think of my daily travel the positive 

aspects outweigh the negative. 4.78 5.85 1.07 21.42 61.27 

4: I do not want to change anything regarding 

my daily travel. 4.14 5.38 1.24 16.39 64.62 

5: My daily travel makes me feel good. 
4.67 5.66 0.99 19.55 59.78 

Average 
4.68 5.64 0.96 5.96 69.09 

Note: The change in all these items of travel satisfaction is significant at 1% significance level in t-test. 

6.3.3 Bivariate results of change in travel satisfaction 

To further investigate change in travel satisfaction associated with home relocation, this 

study compares the differences in patterns of change in travel satisfaction among individuals. 

First, it is shown that movers with different socioeconomic statuses tend to report varying 

degrees of improvement in travel satisfaction after move. As displayed in Table 6-6, the 

male, young, unmarried, well-educated, poorer respondents tend to report more 

improvement in travel satisfaction. This can be largely explained by the ‘ceiling effect’ 
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discussed above (see Section 5.3.3), i.e. those who have higher level of satisfaction are more 

difficult to further improve their levels of satisfaction with the same effort. However, only 

the difference between groups with different levels of income and education attainment are 

statistically significant at the 10% level. This is a little surprising because previous studies 

usually suggest that age, which is closely related to people’s mobility and activity-travel 

patterns, has important effects on travel satisfaction. 

Table 6-6 Changes in travel satisfaction by socio-demographic characteristics 

 travel 

satisfaction 

(wave 1) 

travel 

satisfaction 

(wave 2) 

change in 

travel 

satisfaction1 

% of 

no 

change 

% of 

better-

off 

Gender      

Male 4.671 5.664 0.993 6.75 70.63 

Female 4.682 5.620 0.938 5.26 67.72 

T test   n.s.   

Age      

<40 4.598 5.587 1.029 5.65 71.77 

40-59 4.613 5.641 0.988 5.53 68.66 

>60 5.258 5.825 0.667 8.33 61.11 

F test   n.s.   

Marriage status      

Married 4.758 5.644 0.928 6.33 67.69 

Others 4.276 5.625 1.172 3.80 77.22 

T test   n.s.   

Education attainment      

Junior Secondary or lower 4.905 5.733 0.595 8.00 60.00 

High School 4.684 5.651 0.995 4.71 72.10 

University or above 4.571 5.588 1.067 6.99 68.28 

F test   *   

Household income      

<=5,999 4.385 5.867 1.197 4.76 73.02 

6,000-9,999 4.454 5.825 1.293 3.03 80.61 

10,000-19,999 4.810 5.591 0.898 6.22 68.00 

>=20,000 4.810 5.243 0.319 11.90 46.43 

F test   ***   
1 n.s., *, ** and *** represent the test of inter-group difference in travel satisfaction change is insignificant, 

significant at 10%, 5% and 1% level, respectively. The t-test results suggest that all groups of movers have 

reported significant increase in travel satisfaction (for simplicity, the significance level is not marked). The 

subsequent tables in this section follow the same rule. 

Respondents experiencing different changes in built environment tend to report varying 

degrees of improvement in travel satisfaciton (Table 6-8). Generally, those with increased 

accessibility to community facilities and improved walkability in the new neighborhood 
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tend to report more increase in travel satisfaction after move, supporting the findings that 

accessibility and walkability have great impacts on travel satisfaction. However, only 

change in accessibility to various facilities around the neighborhood is significantly 

associated with increase in travel satisfaction, indicating that accessibility is more influential 

for travel satisfaction. Motivations to move is also related to change in travel satisfacton. It 

is revealed that those moving for travel-related reasons reported significantly more 

improvement in travel satisfaction. This result is supportive for the rational behavior 

hypothesis. 

Table 6-7 Changes in travel satisfaction by built environment change and motivation 

to move 

 N travel 

satisfaction 

(wave 1) 

travel 

satisfaction 

(wave 2) 

change in 

travel 

satisfaction 

% of 

no 

change 

% of 

better-

off 

Accessibility change       

Decreased 342 4.915 5.694 0.779*** 6.43 63.16 

Increased 195 4.261 5.549 1.288*** 5.13 79.49 

T test    ***   

Change in separation of 

sidewalk and traffic lane       

Not separated — separated 82 4.690 5.880 1.190 7.32 75.61 

Others 455 4.675 5.598 0.923 5.71 67.91 

T test    n.s.   

Motivation to move       

Travel-related reason 106 4.426 5.695 1.268 5.26 78.95 

Other reasons 431 4.718 5.632 0.914 6.07 67.46 

T test    **   

Change in household car ownership is also shown to have important effects on change 

in travel satisfaction after move. However, it is found in this research that those who newly 

gained car ownership after move reported less improvement in travel satisfaction than others 

(Table 6-8). This result is against the arguments above that improved travel mobility should 

contribute to improvement in travel satisfaction. Two possible reasons may explain this 

seemingly counter-intuitive result. On the one hand, since those who newly gain car 

ownership after move had the highest levels of travel satisfaction before move, it is difficult 

for them to further improve travel satisfaction because of the ‘ceiling effect’. On the other 

hand, as revealed in previous studies, it is the car usage rather than car ownership itself that 

is important for travel satisfaction (Bergstad et al., 2011). Since most households in this 

survey only owned one car which was mainly used by one household member (usually the 

male household head), car ownership may have little effect on the travel satisfaction for 
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those household members who scarcely used car in daily travel. Nevertheless, considering 

that the households who newly bought a car usually moved to the suburb region where 

accessibility to daily facilities was usually poorer than their previous neighborhood, it is 

natural for the household members who cannot access the car to become less satisfied with 

the travel conditions after move. 

Table 6-8 Changes in travel satisfaction by mobility change  

 N travel 

satisfaction 

(wave 1) 

travel 

satisfaction 

(wave 2) 

change in 

travel 

satisfaction 

% of 

no 

change 

% of 

better-

off 

Car ownership change       

Increase in car ownership 125 4.875 5.522 0.646 6.40 53.60 

Others 412 4.62 5.68 1.060 5.83 73.79 

T test    ***   

6.4 Modeling results 

Similar to the analysis of change in residential satisfaction, this research explores the 

determinants of change in travel satisfaction after move based on a multi-level SEM. In this 

model, change in travel satisfaction is assumed to be mainly influenced by four groups of 

variables: change in neighborhood environment, mode-specific attributes, motivations to 

move and household and personal socioeconomics. The SEM model is estimated with 

Mplus 7.0. The maximum likelihood estimator with robust standard errors (MLR) is used in 

this model. The most commonly used goodness-of-fit indices are listed in Table 6-9. All 

these indicators suggest that the model proposed above fits the data very well. At the same 

time, the intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) on the five items of change in travel 

satisfaction in this model vary from 0.475 to 0.528, indicating that change in travel 

satisfaction for individuals from the same households are highly correlated and it is 

appropriate to adopt multilevel method in this study. The measurement model (Figure 6-2) 

also shows good psychometric properties and suggests that the differenced score of the five 

items of travel satisfaction items are positively and significantly related to the latent 

construct of change in travel satisfaction. The following of this chapter presents the 

modeling results of determinants of change in travel satisfaction. 
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Table 6-9 Indicators of model fit 

Model fit indicators Recommended 

criteria 

Goodness-of-fit 

indices 

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error Of Approximation) ≤0.08 0.027 
CFI (Comparative fit index) ≥0.90 0.966 

TLI (Non-Normed-fit index) ≥0.90 0.956 

χ2/df (Chi-Square/Degrees of Freedom) ≤3 139.122/100≈1.39 

 

Figure 6-2 Measurement model of change in travel satisfaction 

6.4.1 Effects of change in neighborhood environment 

The effects of neighborhood environment change on the change in travel satisfaction 

after move are shown in Table 6-10. The modeling results suggest that change in perceived 

neighborhood environment has decisive impacts on the change in travel satisfaction. First, 

echoing previous findings (e.g. Ettema et al., 2011; Cao, 2013), improved perceived 

accessibility has significantly positive effects on change in travel satisfaction. This is 

probably because that accessibility not only reduces the time pressure to catch bus or the 

pains of durable travel to access important facilities, but also provides diverse choices for 

the residents to optimize their daily trips. Second, better design of neighborhood physical 

spaces also contributes to the improvement in travel satisfaction. This is reasonable because 

the physical neighborhood environment is quite important for the quality of daily travel, esp. 

the walking trips around neighborhood. As indicated by Stradling et al. (2007) and Kim et al. 

(2014), built environment attributes such as density, street lamps and trees are significant 

determinants of satisfaction with walking trips. Third, reduced noise and improved safety in 

the new neighborhood also result in higher level of travel satisfaction. This is probably due 

to the better experiences during walking trips around neighborhood. Since safety and few 

Change in  

travel 

 satisfaction 

item 1 

item 2 

item 3 

item 4 

item 5 

1.074*** 

0.940*** 

0.965*** 

0.892*** 

1.000*** 
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interruptions (e.g. cautions for traffics) are one of the major concerns of slow-mode travel, 

improvement in these aspects of neighborhood environment should lead to increase in levels 

of satisfaction with daily travel. Fourth, more homogeneous composition of and more social 

interactions within neighborhood also tend to increase travel satisfaction after move. This is 

probably because that social cohesion not only encourages walking behaviors in the 

neighborhood (e.g. Mendes de Leon et al., 2009), but also increase opportunities of 

traveling with friends, which is usually more pleasing than traveling alone (Schwanen and 

Wang, 2014). In contrast, none of the objective indicators of change in neighborhood 

environment are significantly associated with change in travel satisfaction. This may be 

because that these variables are relatively less important than the perception of 

neighborhood environment. It is also possible that their effects are offset by the variables of 

change in perceived neighborhood environment such as change in perceived accessibility. 

Table 6-10 Effects of environmental change on change in travel satisfaction 

Variables Classification Effect 

Change in perceived 

neighborhood environment 

  

Accessibility & facilities Access to shopping area, community amenities and 

public transport 

0.331*** 

   

Physical design & maintenance Green/open spaces, street lighting, appearance, upkeep 0.168** 

   

Safety & absence of nuisance Quietness, traffic and safety  0.169** 

   

Social interaction & composition Economic status, socio-demographic features and social 

interaction 

0.228*** 

Change in objective 

neighborhood environment 

  

Accessibility to various facilities Change in number of facilities within walking distance 0.019 

   

Change in separation of sidewalk 

and traffic lane (Reference 

group: others) 

not separated — separated 0.420 

6.4.2 Effects of trip-specific attributes 

The trip-specific attributes in terms of daily travel patterns also play an important role 

in travel satisfaction changes (Table 6-11). First, increase in daily travel time is associated 

with decrease in travel satisfaction after move. This is consistent with previous studies. For 

example, it is suggested that commute time significantly increases commute stress and 

reduces satisfaction with travel (e.g. Abou-Zeid and Ben-Akiva, 2011; Olsson et al., 2013; 



 

111 

Ettema et al., 2012). This finding implies that most travel are instrumental and less 

rewarding, while in some cases travel can be an important transition from work to home 

(Mokhtarian and Salomon, 2001; Ory et al., 2004). This may also be due to the long 

commute time and poor traffic conditions in Beijing. This survey shows that the average 

commuting time for the employed was 41 minutes before move and 46 minutes after move, 

which are much longer than the average commute time for residents in many European 

cities. The serious traffic congestion also makes travel in Beijing an exhausting and stressful 

experience. Therefore, it is reasonable that increased travel time reduces travel satisfaction. 

Second, it is interesting to note that increased daily trip frequency is related to improved 

travel satisfaction. This is probably because that daily trip frequency is an indicator of one’s 

mobility and degree of fulfillment of travel needs. However, it is also possible that the 

residents became more satisfied with their daily travel and thus made more trips. Therefore, 

more studies are still needed to further explore the directions of causality between travel 

behavior and travel satisfaction. Third, change in time spent in out-of-home activities seems 

to have little impact on change in travel satisfaction after move. This implies that people 

usually do not consider their time spent in destinations when they evaluate their travel 

experiences. 

Table 6-11 Effects of change in trip-specific attributes on change in travel satisfaction 

Variables Classification Effect 

Change in total daily travel time (min) -0.001* 

   

Change in daily trip frequency Number of trips 0.038* 

   

Change in time spent in out-of-home activities (min) 0.000 

6.4.3 Effects of motivations to move and personal/household characteristics 

Similar to the above analysis of change in residential satisfaction, motivations to move 

and personal and household characteristics are not much explanative of change in travel 

satisfaction (Table 6-12). Even so, the effects of these variables are still worth a close look. 

First, the movers who were motivated by travel-related reasons tend to report less 

improvement in travel satisfaction. This is different from the descriptive analysis above and 

may be because that the effects of reasons to move are offset by other variables. Second, 

similar to the descriptive analysis, increase in car ownership is positively correlated to 

change in residential satisfaction. Third, as shown in the descriptive analysis, the richer, 

female, elderly, married and not so well-educated tend to report less improvement in travel 
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satisfaction after move. This can be largely explained by the ‘ceiling effect’ that people with 

high level of satisfaction are difficult to become more satisfied. At last, the households with 

a child under 12 years old are likely to experience more increase in travel satisfaction. This 

may be due to the intermediary role of children in facilitating social interactions between 

neighbors (e.g. Guest and Wierzbicki, 1999; Permentier et al., 2011), which encourage more 

walking trips in and around the neighborhood. 

Table 6-12 Effects of motivation to move and personal/household characteristics on 

change in travel satisfaction 

Variables Classification Effect 

Motivation to move   

Whether moving mainly for 

travel-related reasons 

Yes = 1; no=0 -0.014 

(Reference group: No)   

Household socioeconomics   

Household car ownership Increase in car ownership=1; others=0 -0.109 

(Reference group: others)   

   

Household income 6,000-9,999 -0.066 

(reference group: ≤5,999) 10,000-19,999 -0.158 

 ≥20,000 -0.515 

   

Presence of child Presence of a child = 1 0.011 

Personal characteristics   

Gender Female=1; male=0 -0.105 

   

Age 40–59 0.012 

(reference group: ≤39) ≥60 -0.175 

   

Marital status Married=1; others=0 -0.218 

   

Education attainment High School 0.177 

(reference group: junior 

Secondary or lower) 

University or above 0.121 

   

Employment status full-time worker=1; others=0 -0.094 

6.5 Summary 

This chapter examines the change in travel satisfaction associated with home relocation 

and explores determinants of this change. Generally, it is shown that most (around 70%) 

movers have improved their travel satisfaction after move. Similar to the change in 

residential satisfaction, the levels of travel satisfaction increased as much as 1 point in 

average. This result provides little evidence of adaptation in travel satisfaction and suggests 
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that home relocation has significant effects on travel satisfaction in at least one year after 

move. The descriptive analysis also suggests that the movers spent more time in out-of-

home activities, although their duration of travel was also lengthened after move. 

Echoing previous findings, both change in neighborhood environment and change in 

trip-specific attributes have decisive impacts on change in travel satisfaction. On the one 

hand, improvement in perceived accessibility, physical design, social interaction, safety and 

reduction in perceived nuisance in the neighborhood all have positive effects on change in 

travel satisfaction. These findings indicate that neighborhood environment is an important 

determinant of travel satisfaction. On the other hand, consistent with the well documented 

negative effects of commute time on travel satisfaction in transportation research, longer 

travel time after move tends to reduce travel satisfaction. However, higher daily trip 

frequency tends to contribute to the positive change in travel satisfaction. This is probably 

because that trip frequency is an indicator of travel mobility or a reflection of convenience 

of travel conditions, which are positively correlated to travel satisfaction. However, it may 

also because that people became more satisfied and thus make more trips. Therefore, the 

directions of causality are further exploration in future studies. A little surprisingly, 

motivations to move and personal and household socioeconomics have little power in 

explaining the change in travel satisfaction. This maybe because that their effects have been 

offset by change in neighborhood environment or trip-specific attributes. 

The findings in this research have three implications for policy-makers. First, as argued 

by Cao (2013), accessibility enhancement should be a key goal in transportation policies 

and urban planning. It will be important to provide enough neighborhood facilities and 

convenient transit services to improve residents’ travel satisfaction. Second, since 

neighborhood environment plays an important role in fostering travel satisfaction, it would 

be important for planners to design a better neighborhood environment with more well-

maintained amenities and green spaces, safer street and more opportunities for social 

interaction. As argued by Kim et al. (2014), the improvement of the micro-scale 

environment is easy and feasible to realize and thus can be an effective way to increase 

travel satisfaction, esp. for the pedestrians. Third, this study shows that shorter travel time is 

conducive for travel satisfaction. Therefore, future transportation studies should enhance the 

efficiency of transportation system and reduce issues such as congestion in daily travel. 
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CHAPTER 7  CHANGE IN LIFE SATISFACITON 

This chapter investigates the patterns and determinants of change in life satisfaction 

after move. This chapter is structured as follows. The first section develops a theoretical 

framework to explain change in life satisfaction after move. Change in residential 

environment and travel conditions is considered as the major determinants of life 

satisfaction changes. The second section presents measures of life satisfaction changes and 

definitions of independent variables. The third section describes the patterns of life 

satisfaction changes. The fourth section presents the modeling results and the last section 

concludes. 

7.1 Theoretical consideration 

7.1.1 Direction of change in life satisfaction 

According to the discussions in Chapter 3, two theoretical perspectives are relevant to 

predict the change in life satisfaction after home relocation. On the one hand, according to 

the adaptation theory, people’s life satisfaction are rather stable. As argued in many studies, 

people may adjust their aspirations after a life event or change in life circumstances such as 

income increase (Easterlin, 2003). As a result, one’s life satisfaction is quite stable and tends 

to return to the baseline level soon after a life event. For example, it is shown that people 

can completely adapt to marriage, divorce, widowhood, birth of child and layoff within one 

to four years (Clark et al., 2008); Brickman et al. (1978) also find that lottery winners are 

not happier than others. As a corollary, the movers’ life satisfaction may be stable and soon 

return to the baseline level after move. On the other hand, since home relocation is usually a 

rational decision, which is made until the mover believes that the benefits of move exceed 

the costs, life satisfaction is expected to be more satisfied after move. 

The empirical findings above (Chapter 5 and 6) seem to support the second assumption. 

Since most movers have improved their residential and travel satisfaction, which are two 

major life domains closely related to home relocation, they are expected to have higher life 

satisfaction. Nevertheless, considering that there may be some movers experiencing trade-

offs between residential and travel satisfaction, it is still possible that life satisfaction does 

not change much after move. Therefore, this research examines both change in life 

satisfaction and interactions between change in residential and travel satisfaction. The 
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varying degree of appreciation of the relocation may also lead to differential perceptions of 

the outcomes of relocation among different movers. As a result, it is also necessary to 

compare the differences in patterns of life satisfaction changes among individuals with 

different characteristics. 

7.1.2 Determinants of life satisfaction 

As discussed in Chapter 3, change in life satisfaction can be explained based on the 

existing determinants of life satisfaction. Existing studies usually take various personal and 

household characteristics as the major determinants of life satisfaction or SWB in general 

(for a systematic review, refer to Diener et al., 1999; Dolan et al., 2008). E.g. it is found that 

personality and personal socioeconomics account for around 50% and 10% of the 

population variance in SWB, respectively (Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). However, since the 

genetically determined dispositions and most personal characteristics are assumed to be 

stable after move, I mainly focus on the determinants which are more likely to change after 

move, esp. the residential environment and travel conditions. 

(1) Effects of residential environment on life satisfaction 

The effects of residential environment on life satisfaction are not examined until 

recently (e.g. Schwanen and Wang, 2014). Generally, four groups of variables are quite 

important for life satisfaction. First, environmental nuisance such as air pollution and noise 

is usually shown to be negatively associated with life satisfaction. E.g. it is indicated that 

NO2 25-cell mean concentration around one's home has negative impacts on his/her life 

satisfaction (MacKerron and Mourato, 2009); perceived environmental problems in the 

house are also shown to have negative effects on personal life satisfaction (Ferrer-i-

Carbonell and Gowdy, 2007). Similarly, if people are adversely affected by noise pollution 

or the level of air pollution, they are likely to report lower level of life satisfaction (Rehdanz 

and Maddison, 2008); conversely, neighborhood quietness tends to increase the level of 

happiness (Gandelman et al., 2012). Living close to major road is also found to have 

adverse effects on life satisfaction probably because of the noise (Brereton et al., 2008). 

Second, it is suggested that neighborhood location in the city and its accessibility to 

various facilities have decisive impacts on life satisfaction. Studies usually suggest that 

living in urban center is beneficial for life satisfaction. For instance, it is disclosed that 

people living in the urban center tend to have higher level of life satisfaction (Arifwidodo 
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and Perera, 2011); distance of respondent's home to the central business district and the 

walking distance to public transport stop are negatively associated with life satisfaction 

(Rehdanz and Maddison, 2008; MacKerron and Mourato, 2009). This is probably because 

that accessibility to various urban facilities has positive influences on people’s life 

satisfaction. E.g. availability of amenities such as school, hospital and parks (in terms of 

green area per capita) and accessibility to shopping mall, bank and public transport facility 

have significantly positive effects on life satisfaction (Arifwidodo and Perera, 2011; Smyth 

et al., 2008; Morrison, 2011). However, there are also evidences showing that distance to 

center of the nearest city is irrelevant to life satisfaction after other variables controlled 

(Rehdanz and Maddison, 2008; Arifwidodo and Perera, 2011; Bergstad et al., 2012). 

Third, housing conditions exert great impacts on life satisfaction (Evans et al., 2003; 

Wernick, 2008; Frey, 2012). E.g. it is disclosed that dwelling size, housing services and 

management (or state of repair) of housing estates are positively associated with life 

satisfaction (Ibem and Amole, 2013); housing quality is positively related to life satisfaction 

(Brereton et al., 2008; Rehdanz and Maddison, 2008) and improved housing quality is 

associated with reduced psychological distress (Evans et al., 2000); smaller housing floor 

area or higher housing stress (having fewer rooms than residents or feeling over-crowded in 

the home) and number of housing problems are negatively associated with life satisfaction 

and happiness (Rehdanz and Maddison, 2008; MacKerron and Mourato, 2009; Ludwig et al., 

2012). As an indicator of housing equipment, house price or private renting tends to have 

positive effects on life satisfaction (Arifwidodo and Perera, 2011; Ballas and Tranmer, 2012). 

Instead, building age is usually negatively associated with life satisfaction (Rehdanz and 

Maddison, 2008). Homeownership is also found to be an important factor influencing life 

satisfaction (e.g. Brereton et al., 2008; Ballas and Tranmer, 2012; Hu, 2013; Poon and 

Shang, 2014) and people living in the public housing are usually shown to be less satisfied 

with their lives (Brereton et al., 2008). However, it is noticeable that there are also 

evidences that life satisfaction is insignificantly related to housing space (White et al., 2013), 

building type (e.g. Rehdanz and Maddison, 2008) or home ownership (Brereton et al., 2011; 

Arifwidodo and Perera, 2011). 

Fourth, various physical and social components of neighborhoods environment are also 

found to be beneficial for life satisfaction. E.g. many studies have shown that green space 

has important restorative and recreational functions (Hartig et al., 2003; Björk et al., 2008; 
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van den Berg et al., 2010) and exposure or connectedness to green space is helpful to 

improve mood and cognitive functioning (Berman et al., 2008; Nisbet et al., 2011). As a 

result, green space in/near neighborhood tends to positively contribute to happiness and 

mental well-being (Guite et al., 2006; Morrison, 2011; White et al., 2013). As argued by 

Mitchell (2013), “people who actually visit and use green spaces, whether for exercise, or 

just to get away from it all for a while, do seem to have better mental health and more life 

satisfaction”. Proximity to running water, coast or everyday public space is also important 

for life satisfaction (Brereton et al., 2008; Cattell et al., 2008; Gandelman et al., 2012). 

Besides, other physical compositions (e.g. access to electricity, upkeep of homes, design and 

maintenance of the estate, street lighting, crowding and neighbor noise level) of 

neighborhood can also influence life satisfaction directly or indirectly (Sirgy and Cornwell, 

2002; Guite et al., 2006; Gandelman et al., 2012). It is also shown that safety in 

neighborhood has positive effects on life satisfaction or happiness (Arifwidodo and Perera, 

2011; Lelkes, 2006; Eriksson et al., 2011; Ludwig et al., 2012). Conversely, evidence 

suggests that living in an unsafe neighborhood (with crime or vandalism) or deprived area is 

detrimental to life satisfaction (Guite et al., 2006; Dittmann and Goebel, 2010; Ferrer-i-

Carbonell and Gowdy, 2007; Pedersen and Schmidt, 2011); if one conceives social 

protection as a social problem or has felt vulnerable, s/he tends to have lower level of life 

satisfaction (Smyth et al., 2008; Adams and Serpe, 2000). However, there are also studies 

showing that perceived safety is irrelevant to self-reported happiness (Balducci and Checchi, 

2009). Social interaction and cohesiveness within neighborhood are also critical predictors 

of life satisfaction. E.g. it is reflected that residents in the sociable neighborhoods report 

substantially higher levels of life satisfaction (Evans and Kelly, 2002); social cohesiveness 

in terms of close contacts with neighbors is also shown to have positive effects on life 

satisfaction (Dittmann and Goebel, 2010). 

(2) Effects of travel conditions on life satisfaction 

Travel conditions in terms of both accessibility, mobility and travel behavior patterns 

are decisive for life satisfaction (Choi, 2013). However, existing empirical studies mainly 

focus on two travel-related determinants of life satisfaction: transport disadvantage and 

travel time (Table 7-1). Since travel is associated with sense of social status (Ory and 

Mokhtarian, 2005) and autonomy (Ieda and Muraki, 1999; Ziegler and Schwanen, 2011), 

difficulties with transport should have great impacts on both social inclusion and subjective 



 

119 

experiences. E.g. it is indicated that transport disadvantage may lead to social exclusion and 

time poverty, which reduce life satisfaction (Currie and Delbosc, 2010) and improved 

mobility can reduce the risk of social exclusion and thus increase well-being (Stanley et al., 

2011). However, the findings tend to be mixed. E.g. the association between transport 

disadvantage, social exclusion and well-being is significant in some regions yet insignificant 

in some other regions (Delbosc and Currie, 2011). 

Table 7-1 Existing empirical studies of effects of daily travel on SWB 

Study Type Component 
of SWB 

Research aim Research findings 

Stutzer 
and Frey, 
2008 

Determinant 
(commuting 
time) 

LS Test whether the 
burden of commuting 
is compensated by 
higher wage in labor 

market or lower rent in 
housing market 

Commuting time has a negative effect on LS, 
indicating an incomplete compensation; this 
may be explained by the transaction cost, 
cognition bias, inability of adaptation or weak 

will- power 

Choi et al., 
2013 Determinant 

(commuting 
time) 

Daily 
happiness 
and global 
(composite) 
wellbeing 

Explore the impacts of 
travel time on SWB at 
both daily and domain 
level 

Commute time (-), income (+), age (U-shape), 
male (m), race (m). education (m), health (+), 
caregiver (-), religious activity (+), marriage 
(+), presence of child (-), social time spent (+) 
→ daily happiness and SWB 

Currie and 

Delbosc, 
2010 

Determinant 
(transport 
disadvantage) 

SWB Model the links 

between transport 
disadvantage and SWB 

Transport disadvantage does not significantly 

associated with SWB, yet it has negative 
indirect effects on SWB mediated by time 
poverty and social exclusion 

Stanley et 
al., 2011 

Determinant 

(transport 
disadvantage) 

Personal 
well-being 
index 

Explore the 
associations between 
mobility, social 
exclusion and SWB 

Trip rate does not directly influence SWB yet 
exercises indirect effects through impacts on 
risks of social exclusion 

Delbosc 
and 

Currie, 
2011 

Determinant 
(transport 
disadvantage) 

SWB and 
personal 

well-being 
index 

Explore spatial 
difference in and 

correlation between 
travel disadvantage, 
social exclusion and 
SWB 

There are significant spatial variation in 
objective indicators of travel disadvantage 

(TD) yet insignificant difference in self-
reported transport difficulties; links between 
TD and well-being are very strong in some 
region yet correlation between TD and social 
exclusion is small 

Bergstad 
et al., 
2011a 

Determinant 
(car use) 

LS Determine whether car 
use affects TS 

TS (+) → LS; TS (+) → satisfaction with out-
of-home activities (+) → LS; 

* LS denotes Life satisfaction; “X → Y” means X has causal effects on Y; (+), (-) and (m) means the effects is 

positive, negative and mixed, respectively. 

Effects of travel time on life satisfaction are usually examined in terms of commute 

time. However, the effects of commute time on life satisfaction is inconclusive. While some 

studies consider commuting time as a stressful and costly experience, some others contend 

that commuting may not harm life satisfaction. For example, it is argued that commuting 
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can also be a desirable experience by serving as a valued transition between home and work 

realms (Redmond and Mokhtarian, 2001; Ory et al., 2004) and an experience of being 

‘alone’ or maintaining their social networks based on information technology (Lyons and 

Chatterjee, 2008). Moreover, from the economic perspective, a rational commuter should be 

fully compensated for his/her commuting cost by either higher salaries or lower housing 

rents (Stuzer and Frey, 2008). Empirical studies also provide mixed evidences for the effects 

of commuting time on life satisfaction. While Ory et al. (2004) find that about half of the 

commuting workers in three San Francisco Bay Area neighborhoods were relatively 

satisfied with the amount they commute, many studies find a negative (Stutzer and Frey, 

2008; Lawless and Lucas, 2011; Choi et al., 2013) or insignificant (White et al., 2013) effect 

of commuting time on life satisfaction. 

(3) Indirect effects of residential environment and travel conditions on life satisfaction 

Besides the empirical studies of the direct effects of residential environment and travel 

conditions on life satisfaction, there are also some theoretical studies focusing on the 

indirect effects. These studies mainly take two perspectives. Some studies emphasize the 

mediating roles of residential or travel satisfaction between residential environment, travel 

conditions and life satisfaction. For example, Sirgy and Cornwell (2002) suggest that travel 

satisfaction (including neighborhood satisfaction, home satisfaction and community 

satisfaction) mediates the effects of satisfaction with different features of neighborhood on 

life satisfaction; Phillips et al. (2005) also reveal that the effects of housing conditions and 

neighborhood environment on SWB are fully mediated by residential satisfaction. Similarly, 

some studies also consider travel satisfaction as a mediator between the travel conditions 

and SWB (e.g. Ettema et al., 2010; De Vos et al., 2013; Reardon and Abdallah, 2013). For 

example, Ettema et al. contend that daily travel influence SWB in both direct and indirect 

ways. On the one hand, affective (such as safety, comfort and enjoyment) and instrumental 

(such as travel time and cost) factors of daily travel may directly contribute to SWB through 

emotional experiences during the traveling itself. On the other hand, travel also influences 

individuals’ SWB by facilitating their participation of activities and progress toward goals. 

This framework has been widely used in many recent empirical studies (e.g. Bergstad et al., 

2011a; Olsson et al., 2013; Cao, 2013). De Vos et al. (2013) develop a more comprehensive 

model of links between travel behavior and SWB based on a systematic literature review. 

They argue that travel behavior mainly influences SWB through five ways: experience of 
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instrumental (destination-orientated) trip, activities during travel, experience of travel itself, 

out-of-home activities facilitated by travel and mobility. Reardon and Abdallah (2013) 

propose a dynamic model of well-being, in which transport mainly influences well-being 

through its effects on external conditions such as environment and social relationships and 

individual functioning such as physical activity and psychological reactions. 

Another perspective relevant to the indirect effects of residential environment and 

travel conditions on life satisfaction is derived from the hierarchical information integration 

theory. This theory argues that when people evaluate something complicated, they tend to 

first categorize its attributes into several non-overlapping sets and then form an overall 

evaluation based on the judgments of each subset. According to this theory, we can argue 

that people may evaluate their life satisfaction based on their satisfaction with various life 

domains rather than the judgment of each attribute in their lives. In other words, it can be 

argued that various attributes mainly influence life satisfaction indirectly through domain 

satisfaction rather than directly. 

7.1.3 A conceptual model of change in life satisfaction 

According to the discussions above, a conceptual model of change in life satisfaction 

after move can be developed (Figure 7-1), this conceptual framework focuses on four 

groups of factors to explain change in life satisfaction: change in residential environment, 

change in travel conditions, motivations to move, personal and household socioeconomics. 

Based on the review of determinants of life satisfaction and the analysis above, I 

contend that the change in life satisfaction after home relocation is mainly influenced by the 

change in residential environment and travel conditions both directly and indirectly. On the 

one hand, since both residential environment and travel conditions are important 

determinants of life satisfaction, life satisfaction changes after move should be directly 

influenced by change in both residential environment and travel conditions. On the one hand, 

as the analyses in the last two chapters show, change in residential environment and travel 

conditions has important impacts on change in residential and travel satisfaction, which are 

two major life domains and thus may lead to change in life satisfaction. Therefore, both the 

direct and indirect effects of change in residential environment and travel conditions are 

incorporated in this model. If the effects of change in residential environment and travel 

conditions on life satisfaction changes become insignificant once the change in residential 

and travel satisfaction enters the model, we can say that change in residential environment 



 

122 

and travel conditions mainly influence life satisfaction changes indirectly. However, if the 

coefficients of change in residential environment and travel conditions are still significant, it 

would imply that change in residential environment and travel conditions also directly 

contribute to life satisfaction changes. 

 

Figure 7-1 A conceptual model of change in life satisfaction 

Similar to the analyses of change in residential satisfaction and travel satisfaction above, 

motivations to move and personal and household socioeconomics may also be important 

predictors of life satisfaction change. As revealed in some existing studies, life satisfaction 

changes are related to reasons to move (e.g. De Jong et al., 2002; Lundholm and Malmberg, 

2006). Similarly, gender, income, age, marriage, presence of child, education attainment and 

employment status also have impacts on (change in) life satisfaction after move (e.g. Oishi 
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and Schimmack, 2010; Melzer, 2011; Nowok et al., 2013). Therefore, I also control the 

effects of motivation to move and personal and household socioeconomics. 

7.2 Measures and variables 

This section introduces the measures and variables adopted in the following analyses. 

The explanatory variables of change in life satisfaction are defined the same as those 

applied in the models of change in residential satisfaction and travel satisfaction in last two 

chapters. Therefore, this section mainly presents the measure of dependent variable, change 

in life satisfaction after home relocation. 

Existing studies have usually take three methods to assess change in life satisfaction 

associated with home relocation (Table 7-2). First, some studies apply cross-sectional data 

to directly assess before-after comparison of life satisfaction (e.g. Lundholm and Malmberg, 

2006; De Jong et al., 2002). Second, some studies just focus on the movers’ satisfaction with 

outcomes of home relocation (e.g. Sloan, 2013). Third, there are also studies applying the 

difference score of life satisfaction collected in several waves to measure life satisfaction 

change. This research adopts the third method based on existing measures of life satisfaction. 

Existing measures of life satisfaction can be classified into two types: single-item scales and 

multi-item scales (Table 7-2). While the single-item scales show moderately high temporal 

reliability, they are usually believed to be less reliable than the multi-item scales because the 

variance due to specific wording of the item cannot be averaged out (Diener, 1984). For this 

consideration, this study uses the multi-item Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS) to 

measure life satisfaction. This scale is developed by Diener et al. (1985) and has been 

translated into many languages including Chinese12. It contains 5 statements about people’s 

perceptions of their lives: 1) In most ways my life is close to my ideal. 2) The conditions of 

my life are excellent. 3) I am satisfied with my life. 4) So far I have achieved the important 

things I want in life. 5) If I could live my life over again, I would change almost nothing. 

Respondents rate the SWLS on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 “strongly disagree’’ to 

7 ‘‘strongly agree’’ for each statement. This scale is shown to be a valid and reliable 

measure of life satisfaction with sufficient temporal stability and sensitivity (Pavot et al., 

                                                   
12  The Chinese version of SWLS translated by Dr. Mantak Yuen can be downloaded from 

http://internal.psychology.illinois.edu/~ediener/Documents/SWLS_Chinese.pdf. 

http://internal.psychology.illinois.edu/~ediener/Documents/SWLS_Chinese.pdf
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1991; Pavot and Diener, 1993) and has been widely used in many studies. 

Table 7-2 Measures of (change in) life satisfaction* 

Studies Scales Example item 
 Change in life satisfaction  

Sloan, 2013 Satisfaction with post-move outcome Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with 
the way things have worked out since you moved? 
(“very dissatisfied” to “very satisfied”) 

Lundholm and 
Malmberg, 2006 

Improvement of life satisfaction Respondents were asked to assess if they consider 
themselves better or worse off after their move 

De Jong et al., 
2002 

Comparative satisfaction of migrants Do you think that the present place is better, the 
same, or worse than the previous place with 
regard to the following matters? 

 Life satisfaction  

Cantril, 1965 Single-item Self-Anchoring Ladder On which step of the ladder would you say you 
personally feel you stand at this time? 

Andrews and 
Withey, 1976 

Single-item Terrible-Delighted Scales Which face (or word) is most like you about your 
life at the moment? 

Ivens, 2007 Single-item Happiness Line Measure Where are you (at the line moving towards the 
'happy' face) this week? 

Diener et al., 
1985 

5-item Satisfaction with Life Scale In most ways my life is close to my ideal. 

Lyubomirsky and 
Lepper, 1999 

4-item Subjective Happiness Scale Compared with most of my peers, I consider 
myself 1 (less happy) to 7 (more happy). 

* More scales of life satisfaction have been compiled by Diener (1984) and Veenhoven13. 

Echoing previous studies, the SWLS shows a good consistency in this study. The 

Cronbach’s alpha at two waves of survey are 0.89 and 0.85, respectively. The differenced 

scores on the 5 items calculated by subtracting the baseline level from the level of post-

move satisfaction are also quite consistent (the Cronbach’s alpha is 0.88). The measurement 

model (Figure 7-2) also suggest that the difference in the five items of life satisfaction have 

good psychometric properties and can be used to measure the change in life satisfaction in 

the following analysis. 

                                                   
13 Veenhoven maintains the World Database of Happiness (http://worlddatabaseofhappiness.eur.nl/), 

which contains an archive of measures of SWB. 

http://worlddatabaseofhappiness.eur.nl/
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Figure 7-2 Measurement model of change in life satisfaction 

7.3 Descriptive analysis 

This section aims to provide a general description of life satisfaction changes after 

home relocation. It first examines how life satisfaction changes after move by comparing 

the mover’s life satisfaction before and after move and investigating the interaction between 

change in residential satisfaction and travel satisfaction. This section also examines the 

inter-group differences patterns of life satisfaction changes. 

7.3.1 Patterns of life satisfaction change after move 

Table 7-3 lists the descriptive analysis of life satisfaction changes after move. The 

degree of change is measured by two indicators: difference in average level of life 

satisfaction and share of movers who reported higher level of life satisfaction. The results 

indicate that the movers experienced a remarkable increase (around 20%) in their average 

ratings on life satisfaction. The t-test results suggest that this degree of change is statistically 

significant at 1% significance level. This research also discloses that most (more than half) 

of the movers rated their lives as more satisfactory than before. This clearly shows that most 

of participants have improved their life satisfaction after move. This result is similar to the 

findings by Blume (2005), Lundholm and Malmberg (2006), Melzer (2011), Sloan (2013) 

and Nowok et al. (2013) yet inconsistent with the evidences of adaptation in life satisfaction 

after move (e.g. Schutt et al., 1997; Oishi and Schimmack, 2010), implying that home 

relocation still has significant effects on life satisfaction one year after move. However, 

more solid evidences are still required in the future to further examine the trend of change in 

Change in  
life 
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item 1 

item 2 

item 3 

item 4 

item 5 
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life satisfaction after move in a longer period. 

Table 7-3 Changes in life satisfaction after move 

 wave 1 wave 2 difference % of no 

change 

% of 

better-off 
1: In most ways my life is close to my ideal. 4.14 5.31 1.17 17.32 59.59 

2: The conditions of my life are excellent. 4.55 5.36 0.82 20.71 55.04 

3: I am satisfied with my life. 4.53 5.44 0.91 17.13 58.29 

4: So far I have achieved the important 
things I want in life. 

4.59 5.63 1.04 18.99 59.40 

5: If I could live my life over again, I would 
change almost nothing. 

4.18 5.12 0.94 15.64 55.49 

Average 4.40 5.37 0.97 4.28 67.97 

Note: The change in all these items of travel satisfaction is significant at 1% significance level in t-test. 

Confirming the arguments above, it seems that change in life satisfaction can be mainly 

explained by the change in satisfaction with residence and travel. As presented in Table 7-4, 

more than 90% of the movers who rated their residential environment and daily travel as 

better than before became better-off in life satisfaction after move. In contrast, more than 

85% respondents who perceived no improvement in residential satisfaction and travel 

satisfaction reported lower levels of life satisfaction. However, it is noticeable that change in 

residential satisfaction seems more explanative of change in life satisfaction. For example, 

those with only increase in residential satisfaction in average experienced an increase of 

0.26 points in their life satisfaction; however, those with only increase in travel satisfaction 

report an average decrease of 0.11 points in life satisfaction. This implies that the 

improvement in life satisfaction mainly derives from change in residential environment 

rather than daily travel. This is reasonable because people are usually more concerned with 

the residential environment than travel conditions when making decisions to move. 

Table 7-4 Changes in life satisfaction by change in domain satisfaction 

Change in sub-domain satisfaction N life 

satisfaction 
(wave 1) 

life 

satisfaction 
(wave 2) 

change in 

life 
satisfaction1 

% of 

no 
change 

% of 

better-
off 

Higher residential satisfaction only 61 4.843 5.099 0.257 16.39 49.18 

Higher travel satisfaction only 40 4.690 4.585 -0.105 7.50 35.00 

Higher residential and travel satisfaction 331 3.917 5.743 1.826 1.81 92.45 

Others 105 5.539 4.648 -0.891 3.81 14.29 

F test    ***   
1 n.s., *, ** and *** represent the test of inter-group difference in life satisfaction change is insignificant, 

significant at 10%, 5% and 1% level, respectively. The t-test results suggest that all groups of movers have 

reported significant increase in life satisfaction (for simplicity, the significance level is not marked).  The 
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subsequent tables in this section follow the same rule. 

Two issues are also worth noting. First, it is noticeable that the average level of life 

satisfaction tend to be skewed toward the upper end. For example, the average scores of life 

satisfaction in Table 7-3 are above 4 (the average of a 7-point scale) both before and after 

move. This result confirms the previous findings that most people are reasonably happy 

(Diener and Diener, 1996; Biswas-Diener et al., 2005; Nowok et al., 2011) and suggests that 

people generally moved not because of unacceptable level of dissatisfaction with life. 

Second, there is still a considerable share of movers who reported lower life satisfaction, 

suggesting that the outcomes of home relocation tend to be differential among individuals. 

Therefore, the following of this section further examines the individual differences in the 

patterns of life satisfaction changes and the correlations between life satisfaction change and 

change in residential environment and travel conditions. 

7.3.2 Inter-group difference in patterns of life satisfaction change 

Table 7-5 shows the differences in life satisfaction before and after move among people 

with different socioeconomics. It is shown that the male reported more improvement in life 

satisfaction. This result is inconsistent with some previous findings (e.g. Lundholm and 

Malmberg, 2006; Nowok et al., 2013). This may be because that the female in China are 

more likely to be tied movers and more seriously influenced by the loss in social network. 

However, the difference between the male and female is not significant, implying that 

gender role is not very influential for life satisfaction changes after move. Second, similar to 

the existing studies (e.g. Lundholm and Malmberg, 2006; Nowok et al., 2013), the middle-

aged residents experienced more increase in life satisfaction. However, the age difference in 

improvement of life satisfaction is also insignificant. Third, as disclosed by precious studies, 

the married were relatively more satisfied with their lives both before and after move. 

However, probably because of the ceiling effects, it is the unmarried that reported more 

improvement in life satisfaction. Fourth, in line with the findings that high income does not 

lead to higher level of happiness (e.g. Easterlin, 1995), this study indicates that degree of 

improvement in life satisfaction seems to be inversely related to the level of household 

income. This may be because that residents from the richest households had higher 

aspiration and thus were more difficult to derive gain in happiness from the same degree of 

improvement in living conditions. 
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Table 7-5 Changes in life satisfaction by socio-demographic characteristics 

 life 

satisfaction 

(wave 1) 

life 

satisfaction 

(wave 2) 

change in 

life 

satisfaction 

inter-

group 

difference 

% of 

no 

change 

% of 

better-

off 

Gender       

Male 4.540 5.402 1.008  4.37 69.44 

Female 4.479 5.341 0.941  4.21 66.67 

T test    n.s.   

Age       

<40 4.414 5.215 0.910  4.03 66.13 

40-59 4.430 5.468 1.121  4.61 71.43 

>60 5.203 5.603 0.739  4.17 63.89 

F test    n.s.   

Marriage status       

Married 4.579 5.405 0.947  3.49 68.56 

Others 4.153 5.162 1.122  8.86 64.56 

T test    n.s.   

Education attainment       

Junior Secondary or 
lower 4.895 5.611 0.749 

 
5.33 62.67 

High School 4.474 5.413 1.068  4.71 71.01 

University or above 4.398 5.208 0.921  3.23 65.59 

F test    n.s.   

Household income       

<=5,999 4.151 5.625 1.327  1.59 74.60 

6,000-9,999 4.266 5.469 1.124  4.24 73.94 

10,000-19,999 4.628 5.425 1.071  5.33 71.11 

>=20,000 4.785 4.834 0.146  3.57 42.86 

F test    ***   

7.3.3 Change in life satisfaction by residential environment change 

Judging from the cross-tabulation analysis of change in life satisfaction and residential 

environment (Table 7-6), we can find that both change in housing conditions and change in 

neighborhood environment are associated with significant life satisfaction changes. First, it 

is shown that progressive tenure shift (from renter to owner) is associated with more 

improvement in life satisfaction than inverse tenure shift (from owner to renter). This 

confirms the findings in previous studies that homeownership status has strong positive 

effects on life satisfaction (e.g. Rohe and Stegman, 1994; Hu, 2013). This is partly because 

that homeowners are encouraged to make investment in their dwellings (Costa-Font, 2013). 

Therefore, the positive housing tenure shift should be associated with more comfortable and 

convenient dwelling conditions, which are conducive for life satisfaction. It may also 

because that housing ownership conveys a psychological sense of proud, social status and 
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financial advantage, security, freedom, self-esteem and even attachment (Rohe and Basolo, 

1997; Costa-Font, 2013), especially in some cultures with a natural preference or family 

tradition of homeownership (Elsinga and Hoekstra, 2005). Therefore, the positive tenure 

shift can lead to higher level of life satisfaction and better dwelling experiences even the 

objective residential environment is largely the same (Diaz-Serrano, 2009). Second, the 

degree of improvement in life satisfaction following relocation is larger for residents 

moving to a larger dwelling than those moving to a smaller one. However, the average 

change in life satisfaction does not differ much between these two groups, implying that 

dwelling size may be not a major concern when one evaluates his/her life satisfaction. Third, 

people moving out of the commercial housing reported less increase in life satisfaction. This 

may be because that the housing conditions in the commercial housing is better than other 

types of housing. However, it is interesting that the movers from non-commercial housing to 

commercial housing rated their lives less favorably than those moving within non-

commercial housing. This may result from the heavy financial burdens for the commercial 

homebuyers. Fourth, residents moving out of the city center tend to report less improvement 

in life satisfaction. This may be because of the ceiling effect since the residents previously 

living in the city center had much higher levels of life satisfaction than those living in the 

suburb region. However, the differences among these residents are not statistically 

significant at the 10% levels. Fifth, moving to a neighborhood closer to various facilities is 

associated with greater improvement in life satisfaction after move, suggesting that 

accessibility plays an important role in life satisfaction. 

Table 7-6 Changes in life satisfaction by change in residential environment 

 N life 
satisfaction 

(wave 1) 

life 
satisfaction 

(wave 2) 

change in 
life 

satisfaction 

% of 
no 

change 

% of 
better-

off 
Tenure shift       
renter-renter 62 3.906 5.142 1.235*** 1.61 72.58 

renter-owner 157 4.303 5.537 1.233*** 3.82 73.25 

owner-renter 22 5.073 5.036 -0.036 4.55 50.00 
owner-owner 296 4.499 5.353 0.854*** 5.07 65.54 
F test    ***   

Change in housing size       
decrease 188 4.382 5.259 0.877*** 3.16 68.42 
increase 349 4.405 5.430 1.025*** 4.90 67.72 
T test    n.s.   

Change in housing type       
others-others 109 4.150 5.380 1.229*** 4.59 71.56 
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others-commercial 165 4.333 5.347 1.013*** 3.64 69.09 

commercial-others 78 4.249 4.956 0.708*** 6.41 65.38 
commercial-commercial 185 4.662 5.558 0.896*** 3.78 65.95 
F test    n.s.   

Location change       
suburb-suburb 157 4.279 5.375 1.096*** 2.55 73.25 
suburb-center1 70 4.191 5.235 1.044*** 7.14 75.71 
center-suburb 129 4.502 5.386 0.884*** 5.43 62.02 
center-center 181 4.504 5.406 0.902*** 3.87 64.64 
F test    n.s.   

Change in accessibility       

worse-off 342 4.551 5.412 0.861*** 4.68 64.91 

improved 195 4.127 5.295 1.167*** 3.59 73.33 

T test    **   

7.3.4 Change in life satisfaction by change in travel mobility 

As indicated by Table 7-7, change in life satisfaction is differential among people 

experiencing different changes in travel mobility. It is suggested that respondents loosing 

their car ownership after move report greater increase in life satisfaction. This finding is 

consistent with some previous studies (e.g. Bergstad et al., 2011a) yet seems to be 

contradictory with the findings that owning and using a car is important to enhance mobility 

(Ziegler and Schwanen, 2011) and convey senses of control and status (Steg, 2005; Bergstad 

et al., 2011b). I contend that this may be because that change in car ownership is a response 

to the worsened accessibility in the new neighborhood. As a result, the households who 

bought a car after move (esp. the household members who scarcely used the car after move) 

may spend more time on maintenance activities and experience more traffic congestion. 

Instead, loosing car ownership after move may imply that the movers did not have to spend 

much time to access various services and thus can spare more time for more pleasing 

activities. This argument will be tested in detail later. 

Table 7-7 Changes in life satisfaction by change in Car ownership 

 N life 

satisfaction 
(wave 1) 

life 

satisfaction 
(wave 2) 

change in 

life 
satisfaction 

% of 

no 
change 

% of 

better-
off 

Car ownership change       

Owning no car—owning a car 125 4.683 5.223 0.540 3.20 56.00 

Others 412 4.310 5.414 1.104 4.61 71.60 

T test    ***   
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7.3.5 Change in life satisfaction by motivations to move 

This study also shows that gains in happiness tend to be different among residents with 

different motivations to move (Table 7-8). First, while most respondents moved for 

housing-related reasons in this research, these movers reported least improvement in life 

satisfaction after home relocation. Second, it is interesting to notice that the movers 

motivated by travel-related reasons reported most improvement in life satisfaction. Third, 

the other movers (mainly the involuntary movers and those motivated by life-course 

changes) do not necessarily report less improvement in life satisfaction. This is different 

from the finding by Lundholm and Malmberg (2006) and may be because that the forced 

movers already had intentions to move before they were “displaced” (e.g. Kearns and 

Mason, 2013). This may also because that the forced movers had lower aspirations and even 

appreciated the windfall gains of their compensation housing. However, the differences 

among movers with different motivations to move are insignificant, suggesting that reasons 

to move do not have decisive impacts on life satisfaction changes. 

Table 7-8 Changes in life satisfaction by motivations to move 

 N travel 

satisfaction 

(wave 1) 

travel 

satisfaction 

(wave 2) 

change in 

travel 

satisfaction 

% of 

no 

change 

% of 

better-

off 

housing-related reason 264 4.386 5.267 0.880*** 6.82 67.05 

travel related reason 106 4.157 5.421 1.264*** 2.83 75.47 

others (mainly life course related) 167 4.566 5.499 0.933 *** 1.20 64.67 

F test    n.s.   

7.4 Modeling results 

Based on the conceptual models proposed above, this section tries to investigate the 

determinants of life satisfaction changes after move based on a multi-level SEM model. The 

model can be estimated with Mplus. However, because the multilevel SEM with latent 

variables is computation demanding and beyond the capability of my computer, satisfaction 

change in Figure 7-1 is measured by simply averaging among items rather than conducting 

confirmative factor analyses. Averaging of different items measuring satisfaction has been 

used in previous studies (e.g. Bergstad et al., 2011a; Ettema et al., 2012; Olsson et al., 2013). 

The most commonly used goodness-of-fit indices are listed in Table 7-9. All these 

indicators suggest that the model proposed above fits the data very well. The intraclass 

correlation coefficients (ICC) for change in residential, travel and life satisfaction vary from 
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0.652 to 0.697, indicating that the multilevel method is necessary in this study. All the signs 

of coefficients on change in residential and satisfaction in this model are consistent with the 

results in the last two chapters despite of some differences in their significance, implying 

that the modeling results are not greatly influenced by the form of satisfaction variables. 

Table 7-9 Indicators of model fit 

Model fit indicators Recommended 

criteria 

Goodness-of-fit 

indices 

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error Of Approximation) ≤0.08 0.016 

CFI (Comparative fit index) ≥0.90 0.996 

TLI (Non-Normed-fit index) ≥0.90 0.979 

χ2/df (Chi-Square/Degrees of Freedom) ≤3 22.824/20≈1.14 

7.4.1 Effects of change in residential and travel satisfaction 

The standardized effects of change in domain satisfaction on life satisfaction change 

are presented in Table 7-10. It is shown that change in residential satisfaction and travel 

satisfaction is positively associated with life satisfaction change. This result provides two 

important implications. First, it tends to support the bottom-up perspectives to life 

satisfaction and suggests that residence and daily travel are two important life domains 

when people evaluate outcomes of home relocation. This result also contrasts with previous 

findings that life satisfaction hardly changes with housing satisfaction (e.g. Schutt et al., 

1997; Nakazato et al., 2011). Second, the coefficient size of travel satisfaction change is 

smaller than residential satisfaction change. This indicates that change in residential domain 

accounts for a larger share of life satisfaction changes. However, since the effect of travel 

satisfaction is still positive and significant, the result in this study does not support the 

argument in previous studies that there is ‘trade-off’ or ‘zero-sum’ between travel and 

residence when people make decisions to move (e.g. Weisbrod et al., 1980). I contend that 

this may be because that people tend to invest a lot of financial resources when moving to a 

new home, which allow them to improve both residential and travel conditions. 

Table 7-10 Effects of change in domain satisfaction on change in life satisfaction 

 Standardized effects 

Change in residential satisfaction 0.418*** 

Change in travel satisfaction 0.345*** 

7.4.2 Effects of change in residential environment 

As shown in Table 7-11, change in residential environment exerts both direct and 

indirect effects on the life satisfaction change after move. However, the effects of residential 
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environment change are mainly from change in neighborhood environment rather than 

housing conditions, suggesting that neighborhood environment plays a more important role 

in improving life satisfaction than housing conditions. 

Table 7-11 Effects of environmental change on change in life satisfaction 

Variables Classification Direct 

effect 

Indirect 

effect 

Total 

effect 

Change in housing conditions     

Dwelling size m2 0.013 0.028 0.041 

     

Housing tenure renter — owner  0.025 0.030 0.054 

(Reference group: renter — renter) owner — renter -0.053 0.000 -0.054 

 owner — owner -0.013 -0.016 -0.029 

     

Housing type non-commercial — commercial 0.011 -0.029 -0.018 

(Reference group: non-commercial 

— non-commercial) 

commercial — non-commercial 
-0.082 -0.002 -0.084 

 commercial — commercial 0.021 -0.015 0.006 

Change in perceived 

neighborhood environment 

 
   

Accessibility & facilities Access to shopping area, 

community amenities and public 

transport 

-0.135*** 0.152*** 0.017 

Physical design & maintenance Green/open spaces, street 

lighting, appearance, upkeep 
0.040 0.183*** 0.224*** 

Safety & absence of nuisance Quietness, traffic and safety  0.042 0.163*** 0.205*** 

Social interaction and composition Economic status, socio-

demographic features and social 

interaction 

0.116*** 0.210*** 0.326*** 

Change in objective 

neighborhood environment 

 
   

Accessibility to various facilities Change in number of facilities 
within walking distance 

0.034 -0.015 0.019 

Change in separation of sidewalk 

and traffic lane (Reference group: 

others) 

not separated — separated 

-0.037 0.041** 0.004 

     

Neighborhood location suburb — center 0.024 -0.018 0.007 

(Reference group: suburb — 

suburb) 

center — suburb 
-0.037 0.023 -0.014 

 center — center -0.060 0.061** 0.001 

Since the effects of change in housing conditions are not significant, I will not discuss 

them in detail. However, their signs are expected. First, change in dwelling size is positively 

associated with life satisfaction change, both directly and indirectly. Second, those losing 

housing ownership after move expereince less improvement in life satisfaction. This result 

echoes the previous findings that homeownership status has a positive effect on life 
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satisfaction (e.g. Brereton et al., 2008; Hu, 2011; Ballas and Tranmer, 2012; Poon and 

Shang, 2014). Third, the residents moving from commercial housing to non-commercial 

housing report less improvement in life satisfaction than others. 

The change in perceptions of neighborhood environment significantly contribute to the 

life satisfaction change after move. First, improvement in physical design and safety in the 

neighborhood have positive impacts on life satisfaction change. This result is consistent 

with the existing findings that quietness (or less noise) (Brereton et al., 2008; Rehdanz and 

Maddison, 2008; Gandelman et al., 2012), green space (Hartig et al., 2003; van den Berg et 

al., 2010) and perceived safety (Arifwidodo and Perera, 2011; Aslam and Corrado, 2012; 

Ludwig et al., 2012) are positively associated with life satisfaction. However, this study 

furthers these studies by suggesting that the physical design and safety of neighborhood 

environment mainly influence life satisfaction via their effects on residential and travel 

satisfaction. Second, more social interactions within and more homogeneous social 

composition of the neighborhood is associated with higher life satisfaction. This 

corroborates the previous findings that social cohesiveness and interaction are positively 

associated with life satisfaction (e.g. Evans and Kelly, 2002; Dittmann and Goebel, 2010). 

Both the direct and indirect effects of change in social interaction and composition are 

significant on life satisfaction change, implying that neighborhood social climate not only 

impacts residential experiences and daily travel, but also affects other life domains. Third, a 

little surprisingly, change in perceived neighborhood accessibility has positive indirect 

impacts yet negative direct effects on the change in life satisfaction after move. This 

counter-intuitive result is likely because that accessibility was enhanced at the cost of other 

life domains such as more financial burden or loss of social networks. However, a thorough 

understanding of the underlying mechanisms still merits more attention in future studies. 

Compared with the perceived neighborhood environment, change in objective 

indicators of neighborhood environment generally has insignificant effects on life 

satisfaction change after move, except for the indirect effects of change in walkability and 

location of neighborhood. First, while reduced distance to various facilities has positive 

effects on life satisfaction change, it impacts seem to be marginal. This result confirms the 

argument that subjective variables are relatively more influential for (residential) 

satisfaction than objective indicators (e.g. Lu, 1999). Second, those who moved into a 

neighborhood with separated sidewalks were relatively more satisfied with their daily travel 
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and thus have higher level of life satisfaction. However, the total effect is insignificant. 

Third, the movers within the city center experienced more improvement in residential 

satisfaction; however, their life satisfaction did not increase significantly after move. This is 

consistent with the mixed findings on effects of location in the city on life satisfaction. E.g. 

while many studies have shown that proximity to city center is positively associated with 

life satisfaction, many others disclose that distance to center is irrelevant to life satisfaction 

after other variables controlled (e.g. Rehdanz and Maddison, 2008; Bergstad et al., 2012). 

7.4.3 Effects of change in trip-specific attributes and travel mobility 

The change in trip-specific attributes and travel mobility are also shown to be 

influential of life satisfaction change after move (Table 7-12). First, longer travel time 

reduces travel satisfaction and thus tends to hinder improvement in life satisfaction. 

However, standing counter to the findings by Choi (2013), this study indicates that 

increased travel time has positive (insignificant) direct effects on life satisfaction change. 

This is probaly because that people are benifited in other life domains such as higher wages, 

closer to their family members or lower housing prices. Second, it is suggested that 

increased frequency of daily trips is associated with higher travel satisfaction. Nevertheless, 

the total effect is insignificant. Third, it is a little suprising that the movers who had more 

out-of-home activities reported less improvement in life satisfaction. A closer look suggests 

that the increase mainly happened in the discretionary and maitainance activities (Table 7-

13). While the discretionary activities are usually pleasing, the maintanence activities are 

often boring. Therefore, the negative effects of increased time for out-of-home activity on 

life satisfaction change may be because that the effects of maintanence activities overweight 

the discretionary activities. However, a more sophisticated explanation is still needed in the 

future based on more information of the mover’s daily activity patterns. Fourth, it is 

interesting to notice that the respondents who have discarded their car ownerships 

experienced more improvement in life satisfaction than others. This is probaly because of 

the change in neighbrohood accessibility and daily activity patterns associated with car 

ownership change (Bergstad et al., 2011a). As shown in Table 7-14, those who had lost car 

ownership after move spent more time on discretionary activities yet less time on travel. In 

contrast, those who have newly gained car ownership spend much less time in out-of-home 

discretionary activities. Since the discretionary activities are usually more pleasing, it is 

natural for those losing car ownership to report more increase in life satisfaction. 
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Table 7-12 Effects of change in travel attributes on change in life satisfaction 

Variables Classification Direct 

effect 

Indirect 

effect 

Total 

effect 

Change in total daily travel time (min) 0.056 -0.052** 0.003 

Change in daily trip frequency Number of trips -0.020 0.068*** 0.047 

Change in time spent in out-of-home activities (min) -0.082* -0.020 -0.101* 

Household car ownership Increase in car  -0.081** 0.008 -0.074 

(Reference group: others) ownership    

Table 7-13 Change in time for different out-of-home activities after move 

Activity type Wave 1 Wave 2 Change 
Discretionary activities 137.09 158.94 21.85* 

Subsistence activities 455.93 455.40 -0.53 

Maintenance activities 79.61 86.65 7.04** 

Table 7-14 Activity-travel patterns and affective experiences by car ownership change 

 Wave Travel 
Out-of-home 

discretionary 

Out-of-home 

Subsistence 

Out-of-home 

Maintenance 

At-home 

leisure 

At-home 

maintenance 

Activity 

duration 
    

   

Owner—
non-owner 

1 120.6 126.0 457.5 80.0 740.0 196.3 

2 99.3 143.8 457.0 79.3 805.0 233.0 

No change 1 99.9 153.5 452.5 80.4 809.4 221.7 

 2 107.9 156.3 465.8 80.1 804.8 177.8 

Non-owner

—owner 

1 110.5 172.5 456.6 84.8 776.4 168.3 

2 110.0 113.6 448.5 93.8 777.7 190.4 

Valence        

Owner—
non-owner 

1 5.53 6.02 5.73 6.03 5.63 5.67 

2 5.92 6.29 5.76 6.07 5.62 5.89 

No change 1 5.93 6.50 5.73 6.06 5.54 5.89 

 2 5.94 6.04 6.07 6.12 5.98 6.13 

Non-owner

—owner 
1 5.87 6.17 5.75 5.88 5.63 5.83 

2 5.68 6.01 5.82 5.91 5.50 5.78 

* Activity duration is the total time spent on each type of activity per day aggreagated based on the activity diary 

(the activity duration is defined as 0 if the respondent did not conduct that activity); the valence is measured with 

3 sets of bipolar adjectives (sad-glad, unhappy-happy and depressed-joyful) on 7-point scales. This scale is based 

on the Swedish Core Affect Scale (Västfjäll et al., 2002) and is widely used to measure affective SWB. The 

average valence value is weighted by the activity duration as recommended by Suzuki et al. (2013). 

7.4.4 Effects of motivations to move and personal/household socioeconomics 

The motivations to move seem to be less significant predicting variables of the life 

satisfaction change after move. As shown in Table 7-15, the household’s reasons to move 

have insignificant impacts on the life satisfaction change. This is inconsistent with the 

desriptive analyis above and suggests that the effects of motivations to move have been 

controlled in other variables such as change in residential environment. This finding is also 



 

137 

in agreement with Lundholm and Malmberg (2006), who find that people’s satisfaction with 

outcomes of relocation is similar no matter whether they are motived by environment 

related reasons or not. Table 7-15 also shows that the personal and household 

socioeconomics tend to have insignificant effects on life satisfaction change after move. 

This supports the findings that socio-economic variables can only explain little of the 

variation in perceived outcome of relocation (Lundholm and Malmberg, 2006). The only 

exception is household income. It is indicated that the richer households tend to experience 

less improvement in their life satisfaction than the poorest households. This finding is 

conflicting with the results disclosed by Melzer (2011) and Sloan (2013). However, it seems 

to provides supporting evidences for the argument made by Easterlin et al. (2010) that 

people’s aspirations tend to increase as they become richer. This also implies that it would 

be very difficult to increase residents’ life satisfaction by simply focusing on the pecuniary 

goals (Easterlin, 2003). The coefficients for other personal and household socioeconomic 

variables are consistent with the findings in descriptive analyses above and some previous 

studies (e.g. Nowok et al., 2013). However, the detailed effects of these variables are not 

discussed here because they are all insignificant. 

Table 7-15 Effects of motivations to move and personal/household socioeconomics on 

life satisfaction change 

Variables Classification Direct 

effect 

Indirect 

effect 

Total 

effect 

Motivation to move     

Housing-related reason Yes=1; others=0 -0.035 0.032 -0.003 

Travel-related reason Yes=1; others=0 0.069 -0.011 0.058 

Household 

socioeconomics 

    

Household income 6,000-9,999 -0.099* -0.040 -0.139 

(reference group: ≤5,999) 10,000-19,999 -0.070 -0.076 -0.146 

 ≥20,000 -0.102** -0.164** -0.266*** 

     

Presence of child Presence of a child=1; others=0 -0.035 -0.009 -0.043 

Personal 

characteristics 

    

Gender Female=1; male=0 -0.007 -0.026 -0.033 

     

Age 40–59 0.007 0.040 0.046 

(reference group: ≤39) ≥60 0.018 -0.064 -0.046 

     

Marital status Married=1; others=0 0.061 -0.061 0.000 
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Education attainment High School -0.041 0.055 0.014 

(reference group: junior 

Secondary or lower) 

University or above 

-0.083 
0.014 -0.069 

     

Employment status full-time worker=1; others=0 -0.017 -0.011 -0.028 

7.5 Summary 

This chapter examines the life satisfaction change after move and explores its 

determinants based on a multilevel path model. Generally, it is shown that a considerable 

segment of respondents have reported improvement in life satisfaction. The average 

increase in level of life satisfaction is as much as 1 point on a 7-point scale. This contrasts 

with the arguments of adaptation theory and suggests that the effects of home relocation on 

life satisfaction can last for at least one year. A multi-level SEM model is develop based on 

the discrepancy theory and hierarchical information integration theory to examine the 

specific determinants of life satisfaction change. The modeling results suggest that the 

increase in life satisfaction can be largely explained by the change in specific aspects of 

residential environment (esp. neighborhood environment) and travel conditions. The 

motivations to move and personal and household socioeconomics seem to have marginal 

impacts on life satisfaction change except for household income. 

Specifically, it is found that change in physical design, safety and social climate have 

significant and positive impacts on life satisfaction change. Their effects are mainly 

mediated by the change in residential and travel satisfaction. The change in housing 

conditions and neighborhood accessibility does not have much influence on the life 

satisfaction change. Change in out-of-home activity patterns tends to have impacts on the 

life satisfaction change. However, probably because that relatively more time was spent in 

maintenance activities, increase time spent in out-of-home activities is associated with less 

improvement in life satisfaction. Change in travel time and car ownership are insignificantly 

associated with life satisfaction change. The motivations to move and socioeconomic 

variables are less explanative of the life satisfaction change except that the respondents from 

the richer households tend to experience less increase in life satisfaction. Overall, change in 

residential environment and travel conditions mainly influence life satisfaction change 

indirectly through the mediating effects of change in satisfaction with residential and travel, 

implying that the hierarchical information integration theory is explanative of the formation 

of life satisfaction. However, their effects are not fully mediated and change in some 
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residential and travel conditions still directly influence life satisfaction change, implying 

that these variables may also have impacts on other life domains. 

These findings have three important implications for policy-makers. First, since life 

satisfaction increased significantly after move along with the change in residential 

environment and travel attributes, it is possible to enhance individuals’ life satisfaction by 

improving their living conditions such as neighborhood environment. Second, the analysis 

of the effects of change in out-of-home activities and car ownership on life satisfaction 

change suggest that daily activity patterns may have decisive impacts on life satisfaction. 

Therefore, as advocated by Lyubomirsky et al. (2005), it is important to encourage people to 

engage more pleasant daily activities. Third, the negative impacts of household income on 

degree of improvement in life satisfaction suggest that people need to pay more attention to 

non-pecuniary life domains (such as family life and health) rather than monetary ends to 

live a happier life (Easterlin, 2003). 
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CHAPTER 8  CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

Home relocation has become an prevalent phenomenon in modern society. It has not 

only restructured urban spaces, but also exerted decisive impacts on individuals’ quality of 

life. Therefore, home relocation has been an important topic in both academic studies and 

urban policy making. However, it is noticeable that existing studies have mainly focused on 

the determinants of residential relocation yet only paid limited attention to its outcomes, 

especially the impacts of home relocation on the ordinary movers compared with the 

displaced residents in public housing projects. Moreover, the small body of existing 

literature examining the impact of home relocation has not paid much attention to the effects 

of geographical context on change in satisfaction and interactions among change in 

satisfaction with different life domains. 

This thesis attempts to enrich the literature of impacts of home relocation on the 

movers by focusing on the two following research questions: (1) has housing relocation led 

to improvement in residential, travel and life satisfaction? (2) what contributes to the change 

in satisfaction associated with home relocation? Based on the perspective of discrepancy 

theory, I have developed a theoretical framework to predict and explain the change in 

satisfaction after home relocation, which is mainly determined by change in perceived 

attributes and change in standards of comparison. Some competing hypotheses of the 

direction of satisfaction change have been developed base on existing literature of 

motivations to move, empirical findings on the housing careers associated with home 

relocation, and hedonic adaptation theory. The specific determinants of change in 

satisfaction are mainly selected based on the existing literature of determinants of 

satisfaction. The empirical analyses are conducted based on a two-wave survey of residents 

who moved their homes in Beijing. A series of descriptive analyses have been conducted to 

examine the patterns of satisfaction change after move and the individual differences in 

patterns of satisfaction change. Several multi-level SEM models have been developed to 

examine the determinants of satisfaction change after move. 

8.1 Major findings 

The major findings are summarized according to the research questions raised above. 



 

142 

(1) Has the movers become more satisfied after move? 

Based on the previous studies of motivations to move and empirical findings of 

housing career, the residential environment is expected to change positively after move. 

Some previous studies argue that people may also be motivated to move for travel-related 

concerns and thus expected to improve their travel conditions. However, some other studies 

contend that there may be trade-offs between residence and travel when people make 

decisions to move. Moreover, according to the adaptation theory, the movers’ aspirations 

may co-vary with change in living conditions, making their satisfaction stable after move. 

This study generally suggests a positive and significant increase in residential, travel 

and life satisfaction after move. First, the descriptive results in Chapter 5 reveal that most 

(more than 70%) movers experienced positive change in residential satisfaction. The 

average level of residential satisfaction among all the movers increased about 1 point on a 7-

point scale, which is statistically significant. However, the outcomes of home relocation 

tend to be differential among individuals. The bivariate analysis suggests that the middle-

aged and the household heads generally experienced more improvement in residential 

satisfaction after move. Surprisingly, this study suggests that the forced movers reported 

more positive change in residential satisfaction after home relocation. This may be because 

that the forced movers had lower aspirations and lower baseline residential satisfaction, 

making them easy to become more satisfied. 

Second, the descriptive analysis in Chapter 6 shows that many (nearly 70%) movers 

reported higher level of travel satisfaction after move. The average level of travel 

satisfaction increased from 4.7 to 5.6, which is statistically significant at the 1% level. 

Similar to change in residential satisfaction, different individuals experienced heterogeneous 

patterns of change in travel satisfaction. The bivariate analysis discloses that the better-

educated tend to experience more positive change in travel satisfaction yet the richer group 

reported less improvement in travel satisfaction. Those moving for travel-related reasons 

also reported more increase in travel satisfaction. 

Third, the descriptive analysis in Chapter 7 shows that most (around 70%) movers 

became more satisfied with their lives after move. This study also finds that the movers tend 

to report increase in residential satisfaction and travel satisfaction at the same time, which is 

against the arguments in previous studies that people have to make some trade-offs between 
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different life domains when making decisions to move (e.g. e.g. Weisbrod et al., 1980). 

There are also considerable differences in the patterns of life satisfaction change after move 

among individuals. For example, the richer movers tend to experience less improvement in 

life satisfaction; those motivated by travel-related reasons are more likely to experience 

increased life satisfaction after move. 

Generally, this study suggests that home relocation has positive effects on the mover’s 

quality of life. This finding supports the assumption of rational behavior to explain 

residential mobility, i.e. people usually do not move until they believe that benefit of living 

in the new place overweighs that in the current residence and cost to move. This result 

echoes some previous findings (e.g. Lu, 2002; Nowok et al., 2013; Sloan, 2013) yet 

contrasts with the studies emphasizing the negative impacts of relocation on the movers (e.g. 

Oishi and Schim-mack, 2010). This study also provides little supporting evidence for the 

adaptation theory, which argues that (life) satisfaction tends to return to its baseline level 

soon after home relocation (e.g. Nakazato et al., 2011). However, since this study only 

follows the movers for around one year after move, more studies are still needed to further 

examine the temporal patterns of satisfaction change after move. Because there are not 

many studies on the change in satisfaction (esp. travel satisfaction), it is still difficult to 

conclude that whether these findings only applies to the Chinese background or not. 

However, this research does provide some evidences that can be compared with and re-

examined in difference regions for future studies. 

This study also finds an interesting phenomenon that those with higher level of 

satisfaction before move are generally more difficult to increase their satisfaction after move. 

I term this as the ‘ceiling effect’ of satisfaction. While this ‘ceiling effect’ is similar to the 

diminishing marginal utility law in economics, it may be caused by different mechanisms. 

Two possible explanations are proposed: one is the relatively high aspirations for those with 

higher levels of baseline satisfaction; the other is the scores of satisfaction on arbitrarily 

assigned scales. This ‘ceiling effect’ may lead the researchers to neglect the actual 

improvement in satisfaction. As a result, it is worthwhile to pay more attention to this effect 

in future studies. 

(2) What contributes to the change in satisfaction after move? 

According to the discrepancy theory, satisfaction change should be mainly determined 
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by perceived attributes of living conditions and change in standards of comparison when 

evaluating satisfaction. Since this study only follows the movers for a relatively short period, 

in which their standards of comparison should be stable, I mainly try to explain change in 

residential, travel and life satisfaction from the perspective of change in residential 

environment and travel conditions. The specific determinants are derived from the studies of 

determinants of residential, travel and life satisfaction. Specifically, residential satisfaction 

change is mainly explained by change in housing conditions and neighborhood environment; 

travel satisfaction change is mainly predicted by change in accessibility and walkability of 

the neighborhood and trip-specific attributes; life satisfaction change is mainly investigated 

based on the determinants of change in both residential and travel satisfaction. Two 

mechanisms are hypothesized to explain life satisfaction change after move. One assumes 

that change in life satisfaction is directly influenced by various attributes of living 

conditions; the other is based on the hierarchical information integration theory and 

contends that people first make judgments of domain satisfaction and then evaluate overall 

life satisfaction based on satisfaction with various domains. Accordingly, change in 

attributes of living conditions should influence life satisfaction change indirectly through 

change in domain satisfaction. The effects of motivations to move, travel attitudes and 

personal and household socioeconomics are also controlled. 

The effects of these potential determinants are examined in three multi-level SEM 

models. The modeling results of change in residential satisfaction are presented in Chapter 5. 

It is shown that housing tenure shift and change in different aspects of perceived 

neighborhood environment are the major explanative factors of residential satisfaction 

change after move. Compared with change in housing conditions, change in different 

aspects of perceived neighborhood environment is much more explanative of residential 

satisfaction changes after move. Specifically, housing tenure shift is one of the most 

important determinants of residential satisfaction change. This finding is similar to the 

previous findings (e.g. Lu 2002; Barcus, 2004), suggesting that homeownership has 

important impacts on residential satisfaction. Better design and maintenance of the 

neighborhood physical space, safer environment, enhanced neighborhood interaction and 

more similarity between neighbors also contribute to the improvement in residential 

satisfaction. Despite of the emphasis on personal and household characteristics and 

motivations to move in the existing literature, these factors are less explanative of 
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residential satisfaction change in this research. 

As shown in Chapter 6, travel satisfaction change after move is mainly influenced by 

change in neighborhood environment and trip-specific attributes. Specifically, improvement 

in perceived accessibility, physical design, social interaction, safety and reduction in 

perceived nuisance in the neighborhood all have positive effects on travel satisfaction 

change. These findings indicate that neighborhood accessibility and walking environment 

play an important role in travel satisfaction. However, it is noticeable that the objective 

indicators of change in neighborhood environment only exert a marginal impact on travel 

satisfaction change. Consistent with the well documented negative effects of travel (esp. 

commute) time on travel satisfaction in transportation research, longer travel time after 

move tends to reduce travel satisfaction. However, increase in daily trip frequency is 

associated with higher travel satisfaction. This is probably because that trip frequency is an 

indicator of the convenience of trip-making. Motivations to move and personal and 

household socioeconomics are less explanative of the travel satisfaction change. 

The modeling results in Chapter 7 suggest that life satisfaction change is mainly shaped 

by change in residential environment and travel conditions. Partly supporting the 

hierarchical information integration theory, change in many attributes of residential 

environment and travel conditions indirectly influences life satisfaction change through 

change in residential and travel satisfaction. Generally, change in the residential 

environment exerts more decisive effects on life satisfaction change. Moreover, echoing 

some previous findings (e.g. Lu, 1999; Permentier et al., 2011), subjective indicators of 

residential environment have more power of explanation of life satisfaction change than 

objective indicators. Specifically, it is found that change in physical design, safety and 

social climate has significant and positive impacts on life satisfaction change after move. 

Their effects are mainly mediated by the change in residential and travel satisfaction. 

Change in housing conditions and neighborhood accessibility does not have significant 

effects on life satisfaction change. Change in out-of-home activity patterns tends to have 

negative effects on life satisfaction change. This is probably because that relatively more 

time was spent in maintenance activities, which are less rewarding. Change in travel time 

and car ownership does not have insignificant effects on life satisfaction change. The 

motivations to move and personal and household socioeconomics are also less explanative 

of life satisfaction change. 
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8.2 Policy implications 

The knowledge of determinants of satisfaction change can be used to design more 

effective residential programs and prevent problems arising from mismatches between the 

perceptions of policy makers and residents (Weidemann et al. 1982; Lu 1999; Salleh, 2008). 

First, since change in neighborhood environment plays a dominant role in residential 

satisfaction, travel satisfaction and life satisfaction, neighborhood design should be 

highlighted in future urban planning. However, as the modeling results suggest, it is the 

subjective rather than objective indicators of neighborhood environment that are more 

explanative of change in satisfaction. Considering that there are significant differences 

between views of “experts” and individuals’ perceptions and preferences (e.g. Rogge et al., 

2007; Hofmann et al., 2012), a successful policy should be based on individuals’ 

involvement to define standards of ‘good’ neighborhood environment. Second, housing 

ownership has important impacts on residential satisfaction. Therefore, future housing 

policies or programs should encourage and promote housing ownership. Third, the 

important effects of time spent on travel and out-of-home activities on travel satisfaction 

and life satisfaction are consistent with the emphasis on activities to promote happiness in 

positive psychology (e.g. Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). Therefore, facilitation of daily 

activities should be a major consideration for urban planning and transportation policies. At 

last, considering that the richer movers reported less improvement in life satisfaction, it is 

necessary for urban policies to focus more on non-pecuniary life domains (such as family 

life and health) rather than monetary ends in order to improve the residents’ quality of life. 

This is especially important for the Chinese local cities, in which economic growth is still 

their primary emphasis of development. 

8.3 Limitations and future directions 

This study also has some limitations and leaves some open questions which merit more 

attention in the future. First, this study only includes the variables of residential environment 

and travel conditions. While these two domains should have covered the major aspects of 

living conditions influenced by home relocation, the significant direct effects of some 

variables on life satisfaction change suggest that home relocation may also lead to changes 

in other life domains such as health, social relations and even financial status. Change in 

these domains are also important for life satisfaction. E.g. it is revealed that good social 
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relations are necessary for happiness (Diener and Seligman, 2002). Therefore, a survey 

covers more life domains is necessary to provide a more complete understanding of the life 

satisfaction change associated with home relocation. 

Second, although this study advances previous studies by conducting a longitudinal 

survey, there are still some limitations for the two-wave survey. On the one hand, two waves 

of survey cannot provide adequate evidences to test the adaptation theory. Since the 

adaptation theory argues that the effects of relocation on well-being tend to fade with time, 

it should be examined based on a long-term track of respondents. On the other hand, the 

two-wave survey can only adopt some simple longitudinal methods such as cross-lagged 

model or difference model. The more sophisticated methods such as latent growth model 

and latent change score model usually requires more occasions of survey. Therefore, a 

survey with longer time series is necessary in future studies. 

Third, more attention should be paid to people’s expectations and preferences. 

According to the discrepancy theory, expectation plays a critical role in shaping one’s 

satisfaction (e.g. Rodgers, 1980; Schutt et al., 1997; Chen, 2012). E.g. people usually 

compare with some social groups and tend to be satisfied if they are better off (Carp and 

Carp, 1982; Klein, 1997; Fafchamps and Shilpi, 2008; Abou-Zeid and Ben-Akiva, 2011). 

Personal preferences are also considered to be important for residential satisfaction. E.g. 

residential lifestyles heavily influence the propensity in assessing residential environment 

(Ge and Hokao, 2006). However, constrained by the time and financial budget, this study 

only incorporates the motivations to move and personal and household socioeconomics, 

which may influence people’s expectations and preferences. This is inadequate to unravel 

the detailed mechanisms such as the social comparison effects (Klein, 1997). Therefore, 

future studies are recommended to adopt more complete measures of individuals’ 

preferences and expectations. 

Fourth, more studies should be conducted to examine the effects of daily activities on 

satisfaction. As argued by Lyubomirsky et al. (2005), daily activities account for a large 

share of SWB. According to the existing studies, daily activities not only influence life 

satisfaction through interactions with environment and people (Sugiyama and Thompson, 

2007), but also generate various affective experiences which directly compose the elements 

of overall judgment of life satisfaction (Kim-Prieto et al., 2005) or influence life satisfaction 

through mid-term moods (e.g. Gadermann and Zumbo, 2007; Gamble and Gärling, 2012; 
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Bergstad et al., 2012). Therefore, it would be fruitful to pay more attention to individual’s 

daily activities and emotional experiences to explain satisfaction change after move. 

At last, while this study adopts more scientific measures of satisfaction, the subjective 

nature of the self-reported scores on Likert scales may still be subject to a series of cognitive 

biases, such as the acquiescence bias, social desirability bias and focusing illusion. 

Acquiescence bias is the tendency of respondents to justify their choice and report a higher 

level of satisfaction than they have actually experienced (Friborg et al., 2006, White and 

Mackay, 1973). The social-desirability bias is that the respondents are pushed to report 

higher satisfaction levels in accordance with the cultural norms (Fisher and Katz, 2000). 

People’s judgment of satisfaction may also be influenced by self-motivated “systematic 

distortion” and availability of particularly vivid examples in memory (Miller et al., 1980; 

Wheeler et al., 1983). For instance, according to the “prospect theory”, people are more 

sensitive to the loss compared with gain and tend to overweight the unpleasant memory 

(Kahneman and Tversky, 1979). Similarly, the ‘focusing illusion’ effect argues that people 

tend to exaggerate the contribution of certain event or circumstance (e.g. income) to 

happiness because they focus on it (Schkade and Kahneman, 1998; Kahneman et al., 2006). 

One’s global satisfaction judgments may also be distorted by the item order of domain (e.g. 

Schimmack and Oishi, 2005). It is noticeable that the respondents in this study made few 

negative remarks of their satisfaction. While this is common in many studies of SWB (e.g. 

Lovejoy et al., 2010; Diener and Diener, 1996), it may still be due to the positive cognitive 

biases. It is also possible that introduction of the aim of this survey to the participants before 

interview activated their cognition of the outcomes of relocation. Therefore, the validity of 

satisfaction measures should be re-examined in future studies. Some phenomenological 

methods can be adopted to solve these problems (e.g. Pan Ké Shon, 2007). Certainly, the 

potential cognitive biases should not be exaggerated because the self-reported ratings are 

still the most appropriate measure of satisfaction. 

 



 

 

APPENDIX 

The measures of residential satisfaction in the survey of this study is measured by the following scale: 

 

Referring your current residential conditions, how much do you agree with the following statements: 

(Tick ‘√’ at the number you agree with: 1 Totally disagree  2 Disagree  3 Disagree somewhat  4 Undecided  5 Agreee somewhat  6 Agree  7 Totally agree) 

1. I am completely satisfied with my residence here. 1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

2. It makes me feel at home to live here. 1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

3. I do not want to change anything regarding my residence. 1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

4. Living here is among the best time in my life. 1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

5. This residence of living is close to my ideal. 1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

 

The measures of travel satisfaction in the survey of this study is measured by the following scale: 

 

Referring to your current daily travel, how much do you agree with the following statements: 

(Tick ‘√’ at the number you agree with: 1 Totally disagree  2 Disagree  3 Disagree somewhat  4 Undecided  5 Agreee somewhat  6 Agree  7 Totally agree) 

1
4
9

 



 

 

1. I am completely satisfied with my daily travel. 1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

2. My travel facilitates my daily life. 1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

3. When I think of my daily travel the positive aspects outweigh the negative. 1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

4. I do not want to change anything regarding my daily travel. 1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

5. My daily travel makes me feel good. 1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

 

The measures of life satisfaction in the survey of this study is measured by the following scale: 

 

G. Taking all things in your life into consideration, how much do you agree with the following statements: 

(Tick ‘√’ at the number you agree with: 1 Totally disagree  2 Disagree  3 Disagree somewhat  4 Undecided  5 Agreee somewhat  6 Agree  7 Totally agree) 

1. In most ways my life is close to my ideal.  1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

2. The conditions of my life are excellent.  1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

3. I am satisfied with my life.  1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

4. So far I have achieved the important things I want in life.  1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

5. If I could live my life over again, I would change almost nothing.  1     2     3     4     5      6      7     

1
5
0

 



 

151 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Abou-Zeid M and Ben-Akiva M (2011) The effect of social comparisons on commute well-
being. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 45(4): 345-361. 

Abramsson M, Borgegård L-E and Fransson U (2002) Housing Careers: Immigrants in 

Local Swedish Housing Markets. Housing Studies, 17(3): 445-464. 
Abu-Lughod J and Foley M M (1960) The consumer votes by moving. In Foote N N, Abu-

Lughod J, Foley M M, et al. (eds.) Housing Choices and Housing Constraints, pp 

134-178. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Adams R E (1992) Is happiness a home in the suburbs?: The influence of urban versus 
suburban neighborhoods on psychological health. Journal of Community 

Psychology, 20(4): 353-372. 

Adams R E and Serpe R T (2000) Social Integration, Fear of Crime, and Life Satisfaction. 
Sociological Perspectives, 43(4): 605-629. 

Adriaanse C C M (2007) Measuring residential satisfaction: a residential environmental 

satisfaction scale (RESS). Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 22(3): 
287-304. 

Akhtar S and Rathi S K (2009) Multilevel Modeling of Household Contextual Determinants 

of Tuberculin Skin Test Positivity among Contacts of Infectious Tuberculosis 

Patients, Umerkot, Pakistan. The American Journal of Tropical Medicine and 
Hygiene, 80(3): 351-358. 

Alkay E (2011) The Residential Mobility Pattern in the Istanbul Metropolitan Area. Housing 

Studies, 26(04): 521-539. 
Allison P D (1990) Change scores as dependent variables in regression analysis. 

Sociological methodology: 93-114. 

Allison P D (1994) Using Panel Data to Estimate the Effects of Events. Sociological 

Methods & Research, 23(2): 174-199. 
Amérigo M and Aragonés J I (1997) A Theoretical and Methodological Approach to The 

Study of Residential Satisfaction. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 17(1): 47-

57. 
Anable J and Gatersleben B (2005) All work and no play? The role of instrumental and 

affective factors in work and leisure journeys by different travel modes. 

Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 39(2–3): 163-181. 
Anderson J C and Gerbing D W (1988) Structural equation modeling in practice: A review 

and recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3): 411-423. 

Andrews F M and McKennell A C (1980) Measures of Self-Reported Well-Being: Their 

Affective, Cognitive, and Other Components. Social Indicators Research, 8(2): 127-
155. 

Andrews F M and Withey S B (1976) Social indicators of well-being: Americans' 

perceptions of life quality. New York: Plenum Press. 
Arifwidodo S and Perera R (2011) Quality of Life and Compact Development Policies in 

Bandung, Indonesia. Applied Research in Quality of Life, 6(2): 159-179. 

Atkinson R (2000) Professionalization and displacement in Greater London. Area, 32(3): 
287-295. 

--- (2004) The evidence on the impact of gentrification: new lessons for the urban 

renaissance? International Journal of Housing Policy, 4(1): 107-131. 



 

152 

Balducci A and Checchi D (2009) Happiness and Quality of City Life: The Case of Milan, 

the Richest Italian City. International Planning Studies, 14(1): 25-64. 

Ballas D (2013) What makes a ‘happy city’? Cities, 32, Supplement 1(0): S39-S50. 
Ballas D and Tranmer M (2012) Happy People or Happy Places? A Multilevel Modeling 

Approach to the Analysis of Happiness and Well-Being. International Regional 

Science Review, 35(1): 70-102. 

Barcus H (2004) Urban-Rural Migration in the USA: An Analysis of Residential 
Satisfaction. Regional Studies, 38(6): 643-657. 

Bartholomew D J, Steele F, Moustaki I and Galbraith J (2008) Analysis of Multivariate 

Social Science Data (Second Edition). Boca Raton, FL: Chapman and Hall/CRC. 
Basolo V and Strong D (2002) Understanding the neighborhood: From residents’ 

perceptions and needs to action. Housing Policy Debate, 13(1): 83-105. 

Ben-Akiva M and Bowman J L (1998) Integration of an Activity-based Model System and a 

Residential Location Model. Urban Studies, 35(7): 1131-1153. 
Bentler P M and Yuan K-H (1999) Structural Equation Modeling with Small Samples: Test 

Statistics. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 34(2): 181-197. 

Bergstad C, Gamble A, Hagman O, Polk M, Gärling T, Ettema D, Friman M and Olsson L 
(2012) Influences of Affect Associated with Routine Out-of-Home Activities on 

Subjective Well-Being. Applied Research in Quality of Life, 7(1): 49-62. 

Bergstad C J, Gamble A, Gärling T, Hagman O, Polk M, Ettema D, Friman M and Olsson L 
(2011a) Subjective well-being related to satisfaction with daily travel. 

Transportation, 38(1): 1-15. 

Bergstad C J, Gamble A, Hagman O, Polk M, Gärling T and Olsson L E (2011b) Affective–

symbolic and instrumental–independence psychological motives mediating effects 
of socio-demographic variables on daily car use. Journal of Transport Geography, 

19(1): 33-38. 

Berman M G, Jonides J and Kaplan S (2008) The Cognitive Benefits of Interacting With 
Nature. Psychological Science, 19(12): 1207-1212. 

Bhat C R and Guo J Y (2007) A comprehensive analysis of built environment characteristics 

on household residential choice and auto ownership levels. Transportation Research 
Part B: Methodological, 41(5): 506-526. 

Biswas-Diener R, Vittersø J and Diener E (2005) Most People are Pretty Happy, but There is 

Cultural Variation: The Inughuit, The Amish, and The Maasai. Journal of Happiness 

Studies, 6(3): 205-226. 
Björk J, Albin M, Grahn P, Jacobsson H, Ardö J, Wadbro J, Östergren P-O and Skärbäck E 

(2008) Recreational values of the natural environment in relation to neighbourhood 

satisfaction, physical activity, obesity and wellbeing. Journal of Epidemiology and 
Community Health, 62(4): e2. 

Blume K (2005) Is There a Relation Between Residential Mobility and Well-being Among 

Elderly People? , url: 

http://www.kora.dk/media/272169/udgivelser_2005_pdf_6_2005_mobility_wellbei
ng.pdf. 

Bobo L and Zubrinsky C L (1996) Attitudes on Residential Integration: Perceived Status 

Differences, Mere In-Group Preference, or Racial Prejudice? Social Forces, 74(3): 
883-909. 

Boehm T P and Ihlanfeld K R (1986) Residential Mobility and Neighborhood Quality. 

Journal of Regional Science, 26(2): 411-424. 
Bollen K A (1989) Structural equation models. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

http://www.kora.dk/media/272169/udgivelser_2005_pdf_6_2005_mobility_wellbeing.pdf
http://www.kora.dk/media/272169/udgivelser_2005_pdf_6_2005_mobility_wellbeing.pdf


 

153 

Bolt G and van Kempen R (2002) Moving Up or Moving Down? Housing Careers of Turks 

and Moroccans in Utrecht, the Netherlands. Housing Studies, 17(3): 401-422. 

Bonnes M, Bonaiuto M and Ercolani A P (1991) Crowding and Residential Satisfaction in 
the Urban Environment: A Contextual Approach. Environment and Behavior, 23(5): 

531-552. 

Bonney N and Love J (1991) Gender and migration: geographical mobility and the wife's 

sacrifice. The Sociological Review, 39(2): 335-348. 
Bowles S (1970) Migration as Investment: Empirical Tests of the Human Investment 

Approach to Geographical Mobility. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 52(4): 

356-362. 
Boyle P, Cooke T, Halfacree K and Smith D (2001) A cross-national comparison of the 

impact of family migration on women’s employment status. Demography, 38(2): 

201-213. 

Bradley D E and Van Willigen M (2010) Migration and Psychological Well-Being Among 
Older Adults: A Growth Curve Analysis Based on Panel Data From the Health and 

Retirement Study, 1996-2006. Journal of Aging and Health, 22(7): 882-913. 

Brereton F, Bullock C, Clinch J P and Scott M (2011) Rural change and individual well-
being: the case of Ireland and rural quality of life. European Urban and Regional 

Studies, 18(2): 203-227. 

Brereton F, Clinch J P and Ferreira S (2008) Happiness, geography and the environment. 
Ecological Economics, 65(2): 386-396. 

Brett J M (1982) Job transfer and well-being. Journal of Applied Psychology, 67(4): 450-

463. 

Brown A C and Orthner D K (1990) Relocation and Personal Well-Being among Early 
Adolescents. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 10(3): 366-381. 

Brown L A and Moore E G (1970) The Intra-Urban Migration Process: A Perspective. 

Geografiska Annaler. Series B, Human Geography, 52(1): 1-13. 
Burgess E W (1925) The Growth of the City: An Introduction to a Research Project. In Park 

R E, Burgess E W & McKenzie R D (eds.) The City, pp 47-62. Chicago: University 

of Chicago Press. 
Buunk B P, Collins R L, Taylor S E, VanYperen N W and Dakof G A (1990) The affective 

consequences of social comparison: Either direction has its ups and downs. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 59(6): 1238-1249. 

Cadwallader M T (1992) Migration and residential mobility: Macro and micro approaches. 
Madison: University of Wisconsin Press. 

Campbell A, Converse P E and Rodgers W L (1976) The quality of American life: 

Perceptions, evaluations, and satisfactions. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 
Cantril H (1965) Pattern of human concerns. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. 

Cao J (2013) The association between light rail transit and satisfactions with travel and life: 

evidence from Twin Cities. Transportation, 40(5): 921-933. 

Cao X, Mokhtarian P and Handy S (2007) Do changes in neighborhood characteristics lead 
to changes in travel behavior? A structural equations modeling approach. 

Transportation, 34(5): 535-556. 

Carlisle-Frank P L (1992) The Relocation Experience: Analysis of Factors Thought to 
Influence Adjustment to Transition. Psychological Reports, 70(3): 835-838. 

Carp F M (1975) Impact of Improved Housing on Morale and Life Satisfaction. The 

Gerontologist, 15(6): 511-515. 
Carp F M and Carp A (1982) Test of a Model of Domain Satisfactions and Well-Being: 

Equity Considerations. Research on Aging, 4(4): 503-522. 



 

154 

Carreira R, Patrício L, Natal Jorge R and Magee C (2014) Understanding the travel 

experience and its impact on attitudes, emotions and loyalty towards the 

transportation provider–A quantitative study with mid-distance bus trips. Transport 
Policy, 31(0): 35-46. 

Cattell R B (1963) The structuring of change by P-technique and incremental R-technique. 

In Harris C W (eds.) Problems in measuring change, pp 167-198. Madison: 

University of Wisconsin Press. 
Cattell V, Dines N, Gesler W and Curtis S (2008) Mingling, observing, and lingering: 

Everyday public spaces and their implications for well-being and social relations. 

Health &amp; Place, 14(3): 544-561. 
Cerin E, Macfarlane D J, Ko H-H and Chan K-C A (2007) Measuring perceived 

neighbourhood walkability in Hong Kong. Cities, 24(3): 209-217. 

Chan P R D K S (1997) Cultural Differences in the Relation between Self-discrepancy and 

Life Satisfaction. International Journal of Psychology, 32(6): 387-398. 
Chapman N J and Ritzdorf M (1986) A tradeoff method to assess housing location 

preferences. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 6(4): 345-358. 

Chen G (2012) Housing the urban poor in post-reform China: Some empirical evidence 
from the city of Nanjing. Cities, 29(4): 252-263. 

Choi J (2013) An analysis of area type and the availability of alternative transportation 

services on subjective well-being : are people happiest in cities? Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA. 

Choi J, Coughlin J and D'Ambrosio L (2013) Travel Time and Subjective Well-Being. 

Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, 

2357: 100-108. 
Clark A F and Scott D M (2013) Does the social environment influence active travel? An 

investigation of walking in Hamilton, Canada. Journal of Transport Geography, 

31(0): 278-285. 
Clark W, Deurloo M and Dieleman F (2006) Residential Mobility and Neighbourhood 

Outcomes. Housing Studies, 21(3): 323-342. 

Clark W A (1982) Recent research on migration and mobility: a review and interpretation. 
Progress in planning, 18: 1-56. 

Clark W A V (1986) Human migration. Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE Publications. 

Clark W A V, Deurloo M C and Dieleman F M (1984) Housing Consumption and 

Residential Mobility. Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 74(1): 
29-43. 

Clark W A V, Deurloo M C and Dieleman F M (2003) Housing Careers in the United States, 

1968-93: Modelling the Sequencing of Housing States. Urban Studies, 40(1): 143-
160. 

Clark W A V and Huang Y (2003) The life course and residential mobility in British housing 

markets. Environment and Planning A, 35(2): 323-339. 

Clark W A V and Onaka J L (1983) Life Cycle and Housing Adjustment as Explanations of 
Residential Mobility. Urban Studies, 20(1): 47-57. 

Clark W W A and Dieleman F M (1996) Households and housing: Choice and outcomes in 

the housing market. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers. 
Costa-Font J (2013) Housing-related Well-being in Older People: The Impact of 

Environmental and Financial Influences. Urban Studies, 50(4): 657-673. 

Coulter R and van Ham M (2013) Following People Through Time: An Analysis of 
Individual Residential Mobility Biographies. Housing Studies, 28(7): 1037-1055. 



 

155 

Coulter R, van Ham M and Feijten P (2012) Partner (dis)agreement on moving desires and 

the subsequent moving behaviour of couples. Population, Space and Place, 18(1): 

16-30. 
Coulton C, Korbin J, Chan T and Su M (2001) Mapping Residents' Perceptions of 

Neighborhood Boundaries: A Methodological Note. American Journal of 

Community Psychology, 29(2): 371-383. 

Crawford T W, Bradley D E and Marcucci D J (2013) Impacts of In-Migration and Coastal 
Amenities on Housing Growth in Coastal North Carolina, United States. Population, 

Space and Place, 19(3): 223-238. 

Cronbach L J and Furby L (1970) How we should measure "change": Or should we? 
Psychological Bulletin, 74(1): 68-80. 

Cummins R (1996) The domains of life satisfaction: An attempt to order chaos. Social 

Indicators Research, 38(3): 303-328. 

Currie G and Delbosc A (2010) Modelling the social and psychological impacts of transport 
disadvantage. Transportation, 37(6): 953-966. 

Dassopoulos A, Batson C D, Futrell R and Brents B G (2012) Neighborhood Connections, 

Physical Disorder, and Neighborhood Satisfaction in Las Vegas. Urban Affairs 
Review, 48(4): 571-600. 

Davern M, Cummins R and Stokes M (2007) Subjective Wellbeing as an Affective-

Cognitive Construct. Journal of Happiness Studies, 8(4): 429-449. 
Day J (2013) Effects of Involuntary Residential Relocation on Household Satisfaction in 

Shanghai, China. Urban Policy and Research, 31(1): 93-117. 

Day J and Cervero R (2010) Effects of Residential Relocation on Household and 

Commuting Expenditures in Shanghai, China. International Journal of Urban and 
Regional Research, 34(4): 762-788. 

de Groot C, Mulder C H, Das M and Manting D (2011) Life events and the gap between 

intention to move and actual mobility. Environment and Planning A, 43(1): 48-66. 
De Jong G F, Chamratrithirong A and Tran Q-G (2002) For Better, For Worse: Life 

Satisfaction Consequences of Migration. International Migration Review, 36(3): 

838-863. 
De Vos J, Schwanen T, Van Acker V and Witlox F (2013) Travel and Subjective Well-Being: 

A Focus on Findings, Methods and Future Research Needs. Transport Reviews, 

33(4): 421-442. 

Deiner E (1984) Subjective well-being. Psychological bulletin, 95(3): 542-575. 
Dekker K, de Vos S, Musterd S and van Kempen R (2011) Residential Satisfaction in 

Housing Estates in European Cities: A Multi-level Research Approach. Housing 

Studies, 26(04): 479-499. 
Delbosc A and Currie G (2011) The spatial context of transport disadvantage, social 

exclusion and well-being. Journal of Transport Geography, 19(6): 1130-1137. 

Diaz-Serrano L (2009) Disentangling the housing satisfaction puzzle: Does homeownership 

really matter? Journal of Economic Psychology, 30(5): 745-755. 
Dieleman F M (2001) Modelling residential mobility; A review of recent trends in research. 

Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 16(3-4): 249-265. 

Diener E (1984) Subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 95(3): 542-575. 
---. (2009) Assessing well-being. In Social Indicators Research Series. London: Springer. 

Diener E and Diener C (1996) Most People Are Happy. Psychological Science, 7(3): 181-

185. 
Diener E, Emmons R A, Larsen R J and Griffin S (1985) The Satisfaction With Life Scale. 

Journal of Personality Assessment, 49(1): 71-75. 



 

156 

Diener E, Lucas R E and Oishi S (2002) Subjective Well-Being: The Science of Happiness 

and Life Satisfaction. In Snyder C R & Lopez S J (eds.) Oxford handbook of 

positive psychology, pp 63-73. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Diener E, Lucas R E and Scollon C N (2006) Beyond the hedonic treadmill: Revising the 

adaptation theory of well-being. American Psychologist, 61(4): 305-314. 

Diener E and Seligman M E P (2002) Very Happy People. Psychological Science, 13(1): 81-

84. 
Diener E, Suh E M, Lucas R E and Smith H L (1999) Subjective well-being: Three decades 

of progress. Psychological Bulletin, 125(2): 276-302. 

Dittmann J and Goebel J (2010) Your House, Your Car, Your Education: The Socioeconomic 
Situation of the Neighborhood and its Impact on Life Satisfaction in Germany. 

Social Indicators Research, 96(3): 497-513. 

Doff W and Kleinhans R (2011) Residential Outcomes of Forced Relocation: Lifting a 

Corner of the Veil on Neighbourhood Selection. Urban Studies, 48(4): 661-680. 
Dolan P, Peasgood T and White M (2008) Do we really know what makes us happy? A 

review of the economic literature on the factors associated with subjective well-

being. Journal of Economic Psychology, 29(1): 94-122. 
Du H and Li S-m (2010) Migrants, Urban Villages, and Community Sentiments: A Case of 

Guangzhou, China. Asian Geographer, 27(1-2): 93-108. 

Dunstan F, Weaver N, Araya R, Bell T, Lannon S, Lewis G, Patterson J, Thomas H, Jones P 
and Palmer S (2005) An observation tool to assist with the assessment of urban 

residential environments. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 25(3): 293-305. 

Eckert J K and Haug M (1984) The Impact of Forced Residential Relocation on the Health 

of the Elderly Hotel Dweller. Journal of Gerontology, 39(6): 753-755. 
Elliott S J, Taylor S M, Hampson C, Dunn J, Eyles J, Walter S and Streiner D (1997) ‘It's 

Not Because You Like It Any Better...’: Residents' Reappraisal of a Landfill Site. 

Journal of Environmental Psychology, 17(3): 229-241. 
Elsinga M and Hoekstra J (2005) Homeownership and housing satisfaction. Journal of 

Housing and the Built Environment, 20(4): 401-424. 

Erdogan N, Akyol A, Ataman B and Dokmeci V (2007) Comparison of Urban Housing 
Satisfaction in Modern and Traditional Neighborhoods in Edirne, Turkey. Social 

Indicators Research, 81(1): 127-148. 

Eriksson L, Friman M and Gärling T (2013) Perceived attributes of bus and car mediating 

satisfaction with the work commute. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and 
Practice, 47(0): 87-96. 

Eriksson U, Hochwälder J and Sellström E (2011) Perceptions of community trust and 

safety – consequences for children’s well-being in rural and urban contexts. Acta 
Paediatrica, 100(10): 1373-1378. 

Ettema D, Friman M, Gärling T, Olsson L E and Fujii S (2012) How in-vehicle activities 

affect work commuters’ satisfaction with public transport. Journal of Transport 

Geography, 24: 215-222. 
Ettema D, Gärling T, Eriksson L, Friman M, Olsson L E and Fujii S (2011) Satisfaction with 

travel and subjective well-being: Development and test of a measurement tool. 

Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour, 14(3): 167-175. 
Ettema D, Gärling T, Olsson L E and Friman M (2010) Out-of-home activities, daily travel, 

and subjective well-being. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 

44(9): 723-732. 
Evans G W, Wells N M, Chan H-Y E and Saltzman H (2000) Housing quality and mental 

health. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 68(3): 526-530. 



 

157 

Evans G W, Wells N M and Moch A (2003) Housing and Mental Health: A Review of the 

Evidence and a Methodological and Conceptual Critique. Journal of Social Issues, 

59(3): 475-500. 
Evans M D R and Kelly J. (2002) Family and community influences on life satisfaction. 

Report to the department of family and community services. Melbourne: Melbourne 

Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research, University of Melbourne. 

Ewing R and Cervero R (2010) Travel and the Built Environment. Journal of the American 
Planning Association, 76(3): 265-294. 

Fafchamps M and Shilpi F (2008) Subjective welfare, isolation, and relative consumption. 

Journal of Development Economics, 86(1): 43-60. 
--- (2013) Determinants of the Choice of Migration Destination. Oxford Bulletin of 

Economics and Statistics, 75(3): 388-409. 

Fang Y (2006) Residential Satisfaction, Moving Intention and Moving Behaviours: A Study 

of Redeveloped Neighbourhoods in Inner-City Beijing. Housing Studies, 21(5): 
671-694. 

Feijten P and van Ham M (2009) Neighbourhood Change... Reason to Leave? Urban 

Studies, 46(10): 2103-2122. 
--- (2010) The Impact of Splitting Up and Divorce on Housing Careers in the UK. Housing 

Studies, 25(4): 483-507. 

Feng J, Zhou Y and Wu F (2008) New Trends of Suburbanization in Beijing since 1990: 
From Government-led to Market-oriented. Regional Studies, 42(1): 83-99. 

Ferrer-i-Carbonell A and Gowdy J M (2007) Environmental degradation and happiness. 

Ecological Economics, 60(3): 509-516. 

Festinger L (1957) A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance. Stanford, CA: Stanford University 
Press. 

Firebaugh G and Beck F D (1994) Does Economic Growth Benefit the Masses? Growth, 

Dependence, and Welfare in the Third World. American Sociological Review, 59(5): 
631-653. 

Fisher R J and Katz J E (2000) Social-desirability bias and the validity of self-reported 

values. Psychology and Marketing, 17(2): 105-120. 
Forrest R, La Grange A and Ngai-Ming Y (2002) Neighbourhood in a high rise, high density 

city: some observations on contemporary Hong Kong. The Sociological Review, 

50(2): 215-240. 

Frederick S and Loewenstein G (1999) Hedonic adaptation. In Kahneman D, Diener E & 
Schwarz N (eds.) Well-being: The foundations of hedonic psychology, pp 302-329. 

New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Fredrickson B L (2000) Extracting meaning from past affective experiences: The 
importance of peaks, ends, and specific emotions. Cognition and Emotion, 14(4): 

577-606. 

Fredrickson B L and Kahneman D (1993) Duration neglect in retrospective evaluations of 

affective episodes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65(1): 45-55. 
Frey B S and Stutzer A (2002) What Can Economists Learn from Happiness Research? 

Journal of Economic Literature, 40(2): 402-435. 

Frey S L (2012) Subjective Well-Being And The Built Environment: An International 
Evaluation. The Florida State University. 

Frijters P, Johnston D W and Shields M A (2011) Life Satisfaction Dynamics with Quarterly 

Life Event Data. Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 113(1): 190-211. 



 

158 

Friman M, Edvardsson B and Gärling T (2001) Frequency of negative critical incidents and 

satisfaction with public transport services. I. Journal of Retailing and Consumer 

Services, 8(2): 95-104. 
Friman M, Fujii S, Ettema D, Gärling T and Olsson L E (2013) Psychometric analysis of the 

satisfaction with travel scale. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 

48: 132-145. 

Gadermann A and Zumbo B (2007) Investigating the Intra-Individual Variability and 
Trajectories of Subjective Well-being. Social Indicators Research, 81(1): 1-33. 

Galinha I C and Pais-Ribeiro J (2008) The Structure and Stability of Subjective Well-Being: 

a Structure Equation Modelling Analysis. Applied Research in Quality of Life, 3(4): 
293-314. 

Galster G C (1987) Identifying the Correlates of Dwelling Satisfaction: An Empirical 

Critique. Environment and Behavior, 19(5): 539-568. 

Galster G C and Hesser G W (1981) Residential Satisfaction: Compositional and Contextual 
Correlates. Environment and Behavior, 13(6): 735-758. 

Gamble A and Gärling T (2012) The Relationships Between Life Satisfaction, Happiness, 

and Current Mood. Journal of Happiness Studies, 13(1): 31-45. 
Gandelman N, Piani G and Ferre Z (2012) Neighborhood Determinants of Quality of Life. 

Journal of Happiness Studies, 13(3): 547-563. 

Gardner B and Abraham C (2007) What drives car use? A grounded theory analysis of 
commuters’ reasons for driving. Transportation Research Part F: Traffic 

Psychology and Behaviour, 10(3): 187-200. 

Gaubatz P (1999) China's Urban Transformation: Patterns and Processes of Morphological 

Change in Beijing, Shanghai and Guangzhou. Urban Studies, 36(9): 1495-1521. 
Ge J and Hokao K (2006) Research on residential lifestyles in Japanese cities from the 

viewpoints of residential preference, residential choice and residential satisfaction. 

Landscape and Urban Planning, 78(3): 165-178. 
Glymour M M, Weuve J, Berkman L F, Kawachi I and Robins J M (2005) When Is Baseline 

Adjustment Useful in Analyses of Change? An Example with Education and 

Cognitive Change. American Journal of Epidemiology, 162(3): 267-278. 
Goetz E G (2002) Forced Relocation vs. Voluntary Mobility: The Effects of Dispersal 

Programmes on Households. Housing Studies, 17(1): 107-123. 

--- (2010) Desegregation in 3D: Displacement, Dispersal and Development in American 

Public Housing. Housing Studies, 25(2): 137-158. 
Goldstein H (2003) Multilevel statistical models (Third Edition). London: Edward Arnold. 

Golob T F (2003) Structural equation modeling for travel behavior research. Transportation 

Research Part B: Methodological, 37(1): 1-25. 
Goodman J L J (1976) Housing consumption disequilibrium and local residential mobility. 

Environment and Planning A, 8(8): 855-874. 

Gottman J M and Krokoff L J (1989) Marital interaction and satisfaction: A longitudinal 

view. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 57(1): 47-52. 
Granger C W J (1969) Investigating Causal Relations by Econometric Models and Cross-

spectral Methods. Econometrica, 37(3): 424-438. 

Greenwood M J (1975) Research on Internal Migration in the United States: A Survey. 
Journal of Economic Literature, 13(2): 397-433. 

Gruber K and Shelton G (1987) Assessment of neighborhood satisfaction by residents of 

three housing types. Social Indicators Research, 19(3): 303-315. 
Grzeskowiak S, Sirgy M J, Lee D-J and Claiborne C B (2006) Housing Well-Being: 

Developing and Validating a Measure. Social Indicators Research, 79(3): 503-541. 



 

159 

Guest A M and Wierzbicki S K (1999) Social Ties at the Neighborhood Level: Two Decades 

of GSS Evidence. Urban Affairs Review, 35(1): 92-111. 

Guite H F, Clark C and Ackrill G (2006) The impact of the physical and urban environment 
on mental well-being. Public Health, 120(12): 1117-1126. 

Hülsheger U R, Lang J W B and Maier G W (2010) Emotional labor, strain, and 

performance: Testing reciprocal relationships in a longitudinal panel study. Journal 

of Occupational Health Psychology, 15(4): 505-521. 
Handy S, Mokhtarian P L, Buehler T and Cao X. (2004) Residential Location Choice and 

Travel Behavior: Implications for Air Quality. Institute of Transportation Studies, 

University of California, Davis  
Hartig T, Evans G W, Jamner L D, Davis D S and Gärling T (2003) Tracking restoration in 

natural and urban field settings. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 23(2): 109-

123. 

Hartman C (1964) The Housing of Relocated Families. Journal of the American Institute of 
Planners, 30(4): 266-286. 

Headey B (2008) The Set-Point Theory of Well-Being: Negative Results and Consequent 

Revisions. Social Indicators Research, 85(3): 389-403. 
Headey B, Muffels R and Wagner G G (2010) Long-running German panel survey shows 

that personal and economic choices, not just genes, matter for happiness. 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 107(42): 17922-17926. 
Heavey C L, Christensen A and Malamuth N M (1995) The longitudinal impact of demand 

and withdrawal during marital conflict. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 

Psychology, 63(5): 797-801. 

Hensher D A, Stopher P and Bullock P (2003) Service quality––developing a service quality 
index in the provision of commercial bus contracts. Transportation Research Part A: 

Policy and Practice, 37(6): 499-517. 

Herbers D J, Mulder C H and Mòdenes J A (2014) Moving Out of Home Ownership in 
Later Life: The Influence of the Family and Housing Careers. Housing Studies: 1-27. 

Hipp J (2010) What is the ‘Neighbourhood’ in Neighbourhood Satisfaction? Comparing the 

Effects of Structural Characteristics Measured at the Micro-neighbourhood and 
Tract Levels. Urban Studies, 47(12): 2517-2536. 

Hipp J R (2009) Specifying the Determinants of Neighborhood Satisfaction: A Robust 

Assessment in 24 Metropolitan Areas. Social Forces, 88(1): 395-424. 

Hiscock R, Macintyre S, Kearns A and Ellaway A (2002) Means of transport and ontological 
security: Do cars provide psycho-social benefits to their users? Transportation 

Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 7(2): 119-135. 

Hofmann M, Westermann J R, Kowarik I and van der Meer E (2012) Perceptions of parks 
and urban derelict land by landscape planners and residents. Urban Forestry & 

Urban Greening, 11(3): 303-312. 

Hourihan K (1984a) Context-Dependent Models of Residential Satisfaction: An Analysis of 

Housing Groups in Cork, Ireland. Environment and Behavior, 16(3): 369-393. 
Hourihan K (1984b) Residential satisfaction, neighbourhood attributes, and personal 

characteristics: an exploratory path analysis in Cork, Ireland. Environment and 

Planning A, 16(4): 425-436. 
Hu F (2013) Homeownership and Subjective Wellbeing in Urban China: Does Owning a 

House Make You Happier? Social Indicators Research, 110(3): 951-971. 

Hu L t and Bentler P M (1999) Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: 
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A 

Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1): 1-55. 



 

160 

Huang Y (2004) The road to homeownership: a longitudinal analysis of tenure transition in 

urban China (1949–94). International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 

28(4): 774-795. 
Huang Y and Clark W A V (2002) Housing Tenure Choice in Transitional Urban China: A 

Multilevel Analysis. Urban Studies, 39(1): 7-32. 

Huang Y and Deng F F (2006) Residential Mobility in Chinese Cities: A Longitudinal 

Analysis. Housing Studies, 21(5): 625-652. 
Huang Y and Jiang L (2009) Housing Inequality in Transitional Beijing. International 

Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 33(4): 936-956. 

Huff J O and Clark W A V (1978) Cumulative stress and cumulative inertia: a behavioral 
model of the decision to move. Environment and Planning A, 10(10): 1101-1119. 

Hur M and Morrow-Jones H (2008) Factors That Influence Residents' Satisfaction With 

Neighborhoods. Environment and Behavior, 40(5): 619-635. 

Hur M, Nasar J L and Chun B (2010) Neighborhood satisfaction, physical and perceived 
naturalness and openness. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 30(1): 52-59. 

Ibem E O and Amole D (2013) Subjective life satisfaction in public housing in urban areas 

of Ogun State, Nigeria. Cities, 35: 51-61. 
Idris M K (2011) Longitudinal Effects of Role Stressors on Strain: A Comparison Between 

Three Competing Analytical Approaches. Journal of Economics and Management, 

5(1): 98-113. 
Ieda H and Muraki Y (1999) Can Improved Mobility Raise the Elderly’s Sense of 

Fulfillment? Japan Railway & Transport Review, 20: 14-21. 

Ivens J (2007) The Development of a Happiness Measure for Schoolchildren. Educational 

Psychology in Practice, 23(3): 221-239. 
Johnson D (2005) Two-Wave Panel Analysis: Comparing Statistical Methods for Studying 

the Effects of Transitions. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67(4): 1061-1075. 

Johnson M P, Ladd H F and Ludwig J (2002) The Benefits and Costs of Residential 
Mobility Programmes for the Poor. Housing Studies, 17(1): 125-138. 

Jones S B (1973) Geographic Mobility as Seen by the Wife and Mother. Journal of 

Marriage and Family, 35(2): 210-218. 
Kährik A, Leetmaa K and Tammaru T (2012) Residential decision-making and satisfaction 

among new suburbanites in the Tallinn urban region, Estonia. Cities, 29(1): 49-58. 

Kahana E, Lovegreen L, Kahana B and Kahana M (2003) Person, Environment, and Person-

Environment Fit as Influences on Residential Satisfaction of Elders. Environment 
and Behavior, 35(3): 434-453. 

Kahneman D, Krueger A B, Schkade D, Schwarz N and Stone A A (2006) Would You Be 

Happier If You Were Richer? A Focusing Illusion. Science, 312(5782): 1908-1910. 
Kahya N C, Zorlu T, Ozgen S, Sari R M, Sen D E and Sagsoz A (2009) Psychological 

effects of physical deficiencies in the residences on elderly persons: A case study in 

Trabzon Old Person's Home in Turkey. Applied Ergonomics, 40(5): 840-851. 

Kalmijn M and Monden C W S (2006) Are the Negative Effects of Divorce on Well-Being 
Dependent on Marital Quality? Journal of Marriage and Family, 68(5): 1197-1213. 

Kamaci E (2012) Re-Reading Urbanization Experience of Istanbul; Through Changing 

Residential Mobility Behaviour of Households. PhD Thesis, Middle East Technical 
University. 

Kearns A and Mason P (2013) Defining and Measuring Displacement: Is Relocation from 

Restructured Neighbourhoods Always Unwelcome and Disruptive? Housing Studies, 
28(2): 177-204. 



 

161 

Kendig H L (1984) Housing Careers, Life Cycle and Residential Mobility: Implications for 

the Housing Market. Urban Studies, 21(3): 271-283. 

Kenny D A (1975) Cross-lagged panel correlation: A test for spuriousness. Psychological 
Bulletin, 82(6): 887-903. 

Kim-Prieto C, Diener E, Tamir M, Scollon C and Diener M (2005) Integrating The Diverse 

Definitions of Happiness: A Time-Sequential Framework of Subjective Well-Being. 

Journal of Happiness Studies, 6(3): 261-300. 
Kim C (2008) Commuting time stability: A test of a co-location hypothesis. Transportation 

Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 42(3): 524-544. 

Kim J H (2014) Residential and job mobility: Interregional variation and their interplay in 
US metropolitan areas. Urban Studies, 51(13): 2863–2879. 

Kim M-J (2010) Residential Location Decisions: Heterogeneity and the Trade-off between 

Location and Housing Quality. PhD Thesis, The Ohio State University. 

Kim S, Park S and Lee J S (2014) Meso- or micro-scale? Environmental factors influencing 
pedestrian satisfaction. Transportation Research Part D: Transport and 

Environment, 30: 10-20. 

Klein W M (1997) Objective standards are not enough: Affective, self-evaluative, and 
behavioral responses to social comparison information. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 72(4): 763-774. 

Kleinhans R (2003) Displaced but still Moving Upwards in the Housing Career? 
Implications of Forced Residential Relocation in the Netherlands. Housing Studies, 

18(4): 473-499. 

Kleinhans R and Van der Laan Bouma-Doff W (2008) On Priority and Progress: Forced 

Residential Relocation and Housing Chances in Haaglanden, the Netherlands. 
Housing Studies, 23(4): 565-587. 

Kleinhans R and Varady D (2011) Moving Out and Going Down? A Review of Recent 

Evidence on Negative Spillover Effects of Housing Restructuring Programmes in 
the United States and the Netherlands. International Journal of Housing Policy, 

11(2): 155-174. 

Knies G (2013) Neighbourhood social ties: how much do residential, physical and virtual 
mobility matter? The British Journal of Sociology, 64(3): 425-452. 

LaJeunesse S and Rodríguez D A (2012) Mindfulness, time affluence, and journey-based 

affect: Exploring relationships. Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology 

and Behaviour, 15(2): 196-205. 
Lawless N and Lucas R (2011) Predictors of Regional Well-Being: A County Level Analysis. 

Social Indicators Research, 101(3): 341-357. 

Lee B A, Oropesa R S and Kanan J W (1994) Neighborhood Context and Residential 
Mobility. Demography, 31(2): 249-270. 

Lee E (1966) A theory of migration. Demography, 3(1): 47-57. 

Lee S-W, Ellis C D, Kweon B-S and Hong S-K (2008) Relationship between landscape 

structure and neighborhood satisfaction in urbanized areas. Landscape and Urban 
Planning, 85(1): 60-70. 

Lelkes O (2006) Knowing what is good for you: Empirical analysis of personal preferences 

and the “objective good”. The Journal of Socio-Economics, 35(2): 285-307. 
Leslie E and Cerin E (2008) Are perceptions of the local environment related to 

neighbourhood satisfaction and mental health in adults? Preventive medicine, 47(3): 

273-278. 
Leung H L (1987) Housing concerns of elderly homeowners. Journal of Aging Studies, 1(4): 

379-391. 



 

162 

Levinson D M and Kumar A (1994) The Rational Locator: Why Travel Times Have 

Remained Stable. Journal of the American Planning Association, 60(3): 319-332. 

Li S-M (2000) Housing consumption in urban China: a comparative study of Beijing and 
Guangzhou. Environment and Planning A, 32(6): 1115-1134. 

Li S-M and Li L (2006) Life Course and Housing Tenure Change in Urban China: A Study 

of Guangzhou. Housing Studies, 21(5): 653-670. 

Li S-M and Siu Y-M (2001) Residential Mobility and Urban Restructuring under Market 
Transition: A Study of Guangzhou, China. The Professional Geographer, 53(2): 

219-229. 

Li S-M and Song Y l (2009) Redevelopment, displacement, housing conditions, and 
residential satisfaction: a study of Shanghai. Environment and Planning A, 41(5): 

1090-1108. 

Li S-M and Wu F (2004) Contextualizing residential mobility and housing choice: evidence 

from urban China. Environment and Planning A, 36(1): 1-6. 

Liao P-S (2004) Emotinal Attachment, Residential Satisfaction, and Mobility Propensity. 人
口学刊, (28): 49-79. 

Lichfield N (1961) Relocation: The Impact on Housing Welfare. Journal of the American 

Institute of Planners, 27(3): 199-203. 

Liker J K, Augustyniak S and Duncan G J (1985) Panel data and models of change: A 
comparison of first difference and conventional two-wave models. Social Science 

Research, 14(1): 80-101. 

Littlewood A and Munro M (1997) Moving and Improving: Strategies for Attaining Housing 
Equilibrium. Urban Studies, 34(11): 1771-1787. 

Liu Y, He S and Wu F (2012) Housing Differentiation Under Market Transition in Nanjing, 

China. The Professional Geographer, 64(4): 554-571. 
Logan J R, Bian Y and Bian F (1999) Housing inequality in urban China in the 1990s. 

International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 23(1): 7-25. 

Lord J D and Rent G S (1987) Residential satisfaction in scattered-site public housing 

projects. The Social Science Journal, 24(3): 287-302. 
Lovejoy K, Handy S and Mokhtarian P (2010) Neighborhood satisfaction in suburban 

versus traditional environments: An evaluation of contributing characteristics in 

eight California neighborhoods. Landscape and Urban Planning, 97(1): 37-48. 
Lu M (1998) Analyzing migration decisionmaking: relationships between residential 

satisfaction, mobility intentions, and moving behavior. Environment and Planning A, 

30(8): 1473-1495. 
--- (1999) Determinants of Residential Satisfaction: Ordered Logit vs. Regression Models. 

Growth and Change, 30(2): 264-287. 

--- (2002) ‘Are pastures greener?’ Residential consequences of migration. International 

Journal of Population Geography, 8(3): 201-216. 
Lucas R E, Clark A E, Georgellis Y and Diener E (2003) Reexamining adaptation and the 

set point model of happiness: Reactions to changes in marital status. 84(3): 527-539. 

Ludwig J, Duncan G J, Gennetian L A, Katz L F, Kessler R C, Kling J R and Sanbonmatsu 
L (2012) Neighborhood Effects on the Long-Term Well-Being of Low-Income 

Adults. Science, 337(6101): 1505-1510. 

Lundholm E and Malmberg G (2006) Gains and losses, outcomes of interregional migration 

in the five Nordic countries. Geografiska Annaler: Series B, Human Geography, 
88(1): 35-48. 



 

163 

Lyons G and Chatterjee K (2008) A Human Perspective on the Daily Commute: Costs, 

Benefits and Trade‐offs. Transport Reviews, 28(2): 181-198. 

Lyubomirsky S (2010) Hedonic Adaptation to Positive and Negative Experiences. In 
Folkman S (eds.) The Oxford handbook of stress, health, and coping, pp 200-224. 

New York: Oxford University Press. 

Lyubomirsky S and Lepper H (1999) A Measure of Subjective Happiness: Preliminary 
Reliability and Construct Validation. Social Indicators Research, 46(2): 137-155. 

Lyubomirsky S, Sheldon K M and Schkade D (2005) Pursuing happiness: The architecture 

of sustainable change. Review of General Psychology, 9(2): 111-131. 
MacKerron G and Mourato S (2009) Life satisfaction and air quality in London. Ecological 

Economics, 68(5): 1441-1453. 

Magdol L (2002) Is Moving Gendered? The Effects of Residential Mobility on the 

Psychological Well-Being of Men and Women. Sex Roles, 47(11-12): 553-560. 
Magdol L and Bessel D R (2003) Social capital, social currency, and portable assets: The 

impact of residential mobility on exchanges of social support. Personal 

Relationships, 10(2): 149-170. 
Manaugh K and El-Geneidy A M (2013) Does distance matter? Exploring the links among 

values, motivations, home location, and satisfaction in walking trips. Transportation 

Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 50: 198-208. 
Mann E and Abraham C (2006) The role of affect in UK commuters' travel mode choices: 

An interpretative phenomenological analysis. British Journal of Psychology, 97(2): 

155-176. 

Marans R W (2003) Understanding environmental quality through quality of life studies: the 
2001 DAS and its use of subjective and objective indicators. Landscape and Urban 

Planning, 65(1–2): 73-83. 

Marans R W and Rodgers W (1975) Toward an understanding of community satisfaction. In 
Hauley A & Rock V (eds.) Metropolitan America in Contemporary Perspective, pp 

299-352. New York: Wiley. 

Martin J K and Lichter D T (1983) Geographic Mobility and Satisfaction with Life and 

Work. Social Science Quarterly, 64(3): 524-535. 
Massey D S (1990) Social Structure, Household Strategies, and the Cumulative Causation of 

Migration. Population Index, 56(1): 3-26. 

Massey D S, Arango J, Hugo G, Kouaouci A, Pellegrino A and Taylor J E (1993) Theories of 
International Migration: A Review and Appraisal. Population and Development 

Review, 19(3): 431-466. 

McAllister R J, Butler E W and Kaiser E J (1973) The Adaptation of Women to Residential 
Mobility. Journal of Marriage and Family, 35(2): 197-204. 

McArdle J J (2009) Latent Variable Modeling of Differences and Changes with 

Longitudinal Data. Annual Review of Psychology, 60(1): 577-605. 

McCollum A T (1990) The trauma of moving: Psychological issues for women. Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage. 

McCrea R, Stimson R and Western J (2005) Testing a Moderated Model of Satisfaction with 

Urban Living using Data for Brisbane-South East Queensland, Australia. Social 
Indicators Research, 72(2): 121-152. 

Melzer S M (2011) Does migration make you happy? The influence of migration on 

subjective well-being. Journal of Social Research & Policy, 2(2): 73-92. 
Mendes de Leon C F, Cagney K A, Bienias J L, Barnes L L, Skarupski K A, Scherr P A and 

Evans D A (2009) Neighborhood Social Cohesion and Disorder in Relation to 



 

164 

Walking in Community-Dwelling Older Adults: A Multilevel Analysis. Journal of 

Aging and Health, 21(1): 155-171. 

Mesch G, Turjeman H and Fishman G (2008) Perceived Discrimination and the Well-being 
of Immigrant Adolescents. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 37(5): 592-604. 

Michalos A (1985) Multiple discrepancies theory (MDT). Social Indicators Research, 16(4): 

347-413. 

--- (1996) Migration and the quality of life: A review essay. Social Indicators Research, 
39(2): 121-166. 

Miller F D, Tsemberis S, Malia G P and Grega D (1980) Neighborhood Satisfaction Among 

Urban Dwellers. Journal of Social Issues, 36(3): 101-117. 
Min J W, Moon A and Lubben J E (2005) Determinants of psychological distress over time 

among older Korean immigrants and Non-Hispanic White elders: Evidence from a 

two-wave panel study. Aging & Mental Health, 9(3): 210-222. 

Mitchell R (2013) Is physical activity in natural environments better for mental health than 
physical activity in other environments? Social Science & Medicine, 91: 130-134. 

Mohan J and Twigg L (2007) Sense of Place, Quality of Life and Local Socioeconomic 

Context: Evidence from the Survey of English Housing, 2002/03. Urban Studies, 
44(10): 2029-2045. 

Mohit M A and Azim M (2012) Assessment of Residential Satisfaction with Public Housing 

in Hulhumale’, Maldives. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 50(0): 756-
770. 

Mohit M A, Ibrahim M and Rashid Y R (2010) Assessment of residential satisfaction in 

newly designed public low-cost housing in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. Habitat 

International, 34(1): 18-27. 
Mokhtarian P L and Salomon I (2001) How derived is the demand for travel? Some 

conceptual and measurement considerations. Transportation Research Part A: 

Policy and Practice, 35(8): 695-719. 
Molin E J E and Timmermans H J P (2003) Testing hierarchical information integration 

theory: the causal structure of household residential satisfaction. Environment and 

Planning A, 35(1): 43-58. 
Morris E and Guerra E (2014) Mood and mode: does how we travel affect how we feel? 

Transportation: 1-19. 

Morris E W, Crull S R and Winter M (1976) Housing Norms, Housing Satisfaction and the 

Propensity to Move. Journal of Marriage and Family, 38(2): 309-320. 
Morris E W and Winter M (1975) A Theory of Family Housing Adjustment. Journal of 

Marriage and Family, 37(1): 79-88. 

Morrison P S (2011) Local Expressions of Subjective Well-being: The New Zealand 
Experience. Regional Studies, 45(8): 1039-1058. 

Morrow-Jones H A and Wenning M V (2005) The Housing Ladder, the Housing Life-cycle 

and the Housing Life-course: Upward and Downward Movement among Repeat 

Home-buyers in a US Metropolitan Housing Market. Urban Studies, 42(10): 1739-
1754. 

Murdie R A (2002) The Housing Careers of Polish and Somali Newcomers in Toronto's 

Rental Market. Housing Studies, 17(3): 423-443. 
Muthén L and Muthén B (2012) Mplus User’s Guide (Seventh Edition). Los Angeles, CA: 

Muthén & Muthén. 

Nakazato N, Schimmack U and Oishi S (2011) Effect of Changes in Living Conditions on 
Well-Being: A Prospective Top–Down Bottom–Up Model. Social Indicators 

Research, 100(1): 115-135. 



 

165 

Nesselroade J R and Cable D G (1974) "Sometimes, It's Okay to Factor Difference Scores"-

The Separation of State and Trait Anxiety. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 9(3): 

273-284. 
Niedomysl T and Hansen H K (2010) What matters more for the decision to move: jobs 

versus amenities. Environment and Planning A, 42(7): 1636-1649. 

Nisbet E, Zelenski J and Murphy S (2011) Happiness is in our Nature: Exploring Nature 

Relatedness as a Contributor to Subjective Well-Being. Journal of Happiness 
Studies, 12(2): 303-322. 

Nowok B, van Ham M, Findlay A M and Gayle V (2013) Does migration make you happy? 

A longitudinal study of internal migration and subjective well-being. Environment 
and Planning A, 45(4): 986-1002. 

Nunnaly J (1978) Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Oakley D, Ruel E and Reid L (2013) Atlanta's Last Demolitions and Relocations: The 

Relationship Between Neighborhood Characteristics and Resident Satisfaction. 
Housing Studies, 28(2): 205-234. 

Oishi S (2010) The Psychology of Residential Mobility: Implications for the Self, Social 

Relationships, and Well-Being. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5(1): 5-21. 
Oishi S, Kesebir S, Miao F F, Talhelm T, Endo Y, Uchida Y, Shibanai Y and Norasakkunkit 

V (2013) Residential mobility increases motivation to expand social network: But 

why? Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 49(2): 217-223. 
Oishi S and Schimmack U (2010) Residential mobility, well-being, and mortality. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 98(6): 980-994. 

Oishi S, Whitchurch E, Miao F F, Kurtz J and Park J (2009) ‘Would I be happier if I 

moved?’ Retirement status and cultural variations in the anticipated and actual 
levels of happiness. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 4(6): 437-446. 

Olsson L, Gärling T, Ettema D, Friman M and Fujii S (2013) Happiness and Satisfaction 

with Work Commute. Social Indicators Research, 111(1): 255-263. 
Ory D T and Mokhtarian P L (2005) When is getting there half the fun? Modeling the liking 

for travel. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 39(2–3): 97-123. 

Ory D T, Mokhtarian P L, Redmond L S, Salomon I, Collantes G O and Choo S (2004) 
When is Commuting Desirable to the Individual? Growth and Change, 35(3): 334-

359. 

Osborne K, Ziersch A M, Baum F E and Gallaher G (2012) Australian Aboriginal Urban 

Residents’ Satisfaction with Living in Their Neighbourhood: Perceptions of the 
Neighbourhood Socio-cultural Environment and Individual Socio-demographic 

Factors. Urban Studies, 49(11): 2459-2477. 

Oswald F, Schilling O, Wahl H-W, Fänge A, Sixsmith J and Iwarsson S (2006) Homeward 
bound: Introducing a four-domain model of perceived housing in very old age. 

Journal of Environmental Psychology, 26(3): 187-201. 

Özüekren A S and van Kempen R (2002) Housing Careers of Minority Ethnic Groups: 

Experiences, Explanations and Prospects. Housing Studies, 17(3): 365-379. 
Páez A and Whalen K (2010) Enjoyment of commute: A comparison of different 

transportation modes. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 44(7): 

537-549. 
Pacione M (2003) Urban environmental quality and human wellbeing—a social 

geographical perspective. Landscape and Urban Planning, 65(1–2): 19-30. 

Paige Willis D, Manaugh K and El-Geneidy A (2013) Uniquely satisfied: Exploring cyclist 
satisfaction. Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour, 18: 

136-147. 



 

166 

Pan Ké Shon J-L (2007) Residents' Perceptions of their Neighbourhood: Disentangling 

Dissatisfaction, a French Survey. Urban Studies, 44(11): 2231-2268. 

Park R E, Burgess E W and McKenzie R D (1925) The city. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press. 

Parkes A, Kearns A and Atkinson R (2002) What Makes People Dissatisfied with their 

Neighbourhoods? Urban Studies, 39(13): 2413-2438. 

Parkes A and Kearns A D E (2003) Residential Perceptions and Housing Mobility in 
Scotland: An Analysis of the Longitudinal Scottish House Condition Survey 1991-

96. Housing Studies, 18(5): 673-701. 

Pavot W and Diener E (1993) Review of the Satisfaction With Life Scale. Psychological 
Assessment, 5(2): 164-172. 

Pavot W, Diener E, Colvin C R and Sandvik E (1991) Further Validation of the Satisfaction 

With Life Scale: Evidence for the Cross-Method Convergence of Well-Being 

Measures. Journal of Personality Assessment, 57(1): 149-161. 
Pedersen P J and Schmidt T D (2011) Happiness in Europe: Cross-country differences in the 

determinants of satisfaction with main activity. The Journal of Socio-Economics, 

40(5): 480-489. 
Permentier M, Bolt G and van Ham M (2011) Determinants of Neighbourhood Satisfaction 

and Perception of Neighbourhood Reputation. Urban Studies, 48(5): 977-996. 

Peterson I, Borrell L N, El-Sadr W and Teklehaimanot A (2009) Individual and Household 
Level Factors Associated with Malaria Incidence in a Highland Region of Ethiopia: 

A Multilevel Analysis. The American Journal of Tropical Medicine and Hygiene, 

80(1): 103-111. 

Pevalin D J, Taylor M P and Todd J (2008) The Dynamics of Unhealthy Housing in the UK: 
A Panel Data Analysis. Housing Studies, 23(5): 679-695. 

Phe H H and Wakely P (2000) Status, Quality and the Other Trade-off: Towards a New 

Theory of Urban Residential Location. Urban Studies, 37(1): 7-35. 
Phillips D R, Siu O-l, Yeh A G O and Cheng K H C (2005) The impacts of dwelling 

conditions on older persons’ psychological well-being in Hong Kong: the mediating 

role of residential satisfaction. Social Science & Medicine, 60(12): 2785-2797. 
Pickles A R and Davies R B (1991) The empirical analysis of housing careers: a review and 

a general statistical modelling framework. Environment and Planning A, 23(4): 465-

484. 

Piguet E (2013) From “Primitive Migration” to “Climate Refugees”: The Curious Fate of 
the Natural Environment in Migration Studies. Annals of the Association of 

American Geographers, 103(1): 148-162. 

Pinjari A R, Bhat C R and Hensher D A (2009) Residential self-selection effects in an 
activity time-use behavior model. Transportation Research Part B: Methodological, 

43(7): 729-748. 

Pinquart M and Burmedi D (2004) Correlates of residential satisfaction in adulthood and old 

age: A meta-analysis. In Wahl H.-W., R. S & G. W P (eds.) Annual review of 
gerontology and geriatrics. Aging in context: Socio-physical environments, pp 195-

222. New York: Springer. 

Poon J P H and Shang Q (2014) Are creative workers happier in Chinese cities? The 
influence of work, lifestyle, and amenities on urban well-being. Urban Geography, 

35(4): 567-585. 

Popkin S J, Levy D K and Buron L (2009) Has Hope VI Transformed Residents' Lives? 
New Evidence From The Hope Vi Panel Study. Housing Studies, 24(4): 477-502. 



 

167 

Porter L W (1961) A study of perceived need satisfactions in bottom and middle 

management jobs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 45(1): 1-10. 

Posthumus H, Bolt G and Van Kempen R (2014) Victims or Victors? The Effects of Forced 
Relocations on Housing Satisfaction in Dutch Cities. Journal of Urban Affairs, 

36(1): 13-32. 

Priemus H (1986) Housing As a Social Adaptation Process: A Conceptual Scheme. 

Environment and Behavior, 18(1): 31-52. 
Prillwitz J, Harms S and Lanzendorf M (2006) Impact of Life-Course Events on Car 

Ownership. Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation 

Research Board, 1985: 71-77. 
Quigley J M and Weinberg D H (1977) Intra-Urban Residential Mobility: A Review and 

Synthesis. International Regional Science Review, 2(1): 41-66. 

Ratzel F (1882) Anthropogeographie  [Anthropogeography]. Stuttgart, Germany: J. 

Engelhorn. 
Ravenstein E G (1885) The Laws of Migration. Journal of the Statistical Society of London, 

48(2): 167-235. 

Reardon L and Abdallah S (2013) Well-being and Transport: Taking Stock and Looking 
Forward. Transport Reviews, 33(6): 634-657. 

Redmond L and Mokhtarian P (2001) The positive utility of the commute: modeling ideal 

commute time and relative desired commute amount. Transportation, 28(2): 179-
205. 

Rehdanz K and Maddison D (2008) Local environmental quality and life-satisfaction in 

Germany. Ecological Economics, 64(4): 787-797. 

Riad J K and Norris F H (1996) The Influence of Relocation on the Environmental, Social, 
and Psychological Stress Experienced by Disaster Victims. Environment and 

Behavior, 28(2): 163-182. 

Rice N, Carr-Hill R, Dixon P and Sutton M (1998) The influence of households on drinking 
behaviour: a multilevel analysis. Social Science & Medicine, 46(8): 971-979. 

Ritchey P N (1976) Explanations of Migration. Annual Review of Sociology, 2: 363-404. 

Rodgers W (1980) Residential Satisfaction in Relationship to Size of Place. Social 
Psychology Quarterly, 43(4): 436-441. 

Rogge E, Nevens F and Gulinck H (2007) Perception of rural landscapes in Flanders: 

Looking beyond aesthetics. Landscape and Urban Planning, 82(4): 159-174. 

Rohe W M and Basolo V (1997) Long-Term Effects of Homeownership on the Self-
Perceptions and Social Interaction of Low-Income Persons. Environment and 

Behavior, 29(6): 793-819. 

Rohe W M and Stegman M A (1994) The Effects of Homeownership: on the Self-Esteem, 
Perceived Control and Life Satisfaction of Low-Income People. Journal of the 

American Planning Association, 60(2): 173-184. 

Rojas M (2006) Life satisfaction and satisfaction in domains of life: is it a simple 

relationship? Journal of Happiness Studies, 7(4): 467-497. 
Ross L M, Shlay A B and Picon M G (2012) You Can't Always Get What You Want: The 

Role of Public Housing and Vouchers in Achieving Residential Satisfaction. 

Cityscape, 14(1): 35-53. 
Rossi P H (1955) Why families move: A study in the social psychology of urban residential 

mobility. Glencoe: Free Press Glencoe. 

Ruel E, Oakley D A, Ward C, Alston R and Reid L W (2013) Public housing relocations in 
Atlanta: Documenting residents’ attitudes, concerns and experiences. Cities, 35: 

349-358. 



 

168 

Salleh A G (2008) Neighbourhood factors in private low-cost housing in Malaysia. Habitat 

International, 32(4): 485-493. 

Sastre M and Ferrière G (2000) Family 'Decline' and the Subjective Well-being of 
Adolescents. Social Indicators Research, 49(1): 69-82. 

Sbarra D A and Ferrer E (2006) The structure and process of emotional experience 

following nonmarital relationship dissolution: Dynamic factor analyses of love, 

anger, and sadness. Emotion, 6(2): 224-238. 
Schermelleh-Engel K, Moosbrugger H and Müller H (2003) Evaluating the fit of structural 

equation models: Tests of significance and descriptive goodness-of-fit measures. 

Methods of psychological research online, 8(2): 23-74. 
Schimmack U and Oishi S (2005) The influence of chronically and temporarily accessible 

information on life satisfaction judgments. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 89(3): 395-406. 

Schkade D A and Kahneman D (1998) Does Living in California Make People Happy? A 
Focusing Illusion in Judgments of Life Satisfaction. Psychological Science, 9(5): 

340-346. 

Schutt R K, Goldfinger S M and Penk W E (1997) Satisfaction with residence and with life: 
When homeless mentally ill persons are housed. Evaluation and Program Planning, 

20(2): 185-194. 

Schwanen T and Wang D (2014) Well-Being, Context, and Everyday Activities in Space and 
Time. Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 104(4): 833-851. 

Schwarzweller H K, Mangalam J J and Brown J S (1971) Mountain Families in Transition. 

University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press. 

Shefer D (1986) Utility changes in housing and neighborhood services for households 
moving into and out of distressed neighborhoods. Journal of Urban Economics, 

19(1): 107-124. 

Shen J and Wu F (2013) Moving to the suburbs: demand-side driving forces of suburban 
growth in China. Environment and Planning A, 45(8): 1823-1844. 

Shihadeh E S (1991) The Prevalence of Husband-Centered Migration: Employment 

Consequences for Married Mothers. Journal of Marriage and Family, 53(2): 432-
444. 

Shin D C and Johnson D M (1978) Avowed happiness as an overall assessment of the 

quality of life. Social Indicators Research, 5(1-4): 475-492. 

Simmons J W (1968) Changing Residence in the City: A Review of Intraurban Mobility. 
Geographical Review, 58(4): 622-651. 

Simon H A (1957) Models of Man. New York: John Weley. 

Sirgy M J (2012) Residential Well-Being. In Sirgy M J (eds.) The Psychology of Quality of 
Life: Hedonic Well-Being, Life Satisfaction, and Eudaimonia, pp 303-324. 

Dordrecht: Springer. 

Sirgy M J and Cornwell T (2002) How Neighborhood Features Affect Quality of Life. 

Social Indicators Research, 59(1): 79-114. 
Sirgy M J, Widgery R, Lee D-J and Yu G (2010) Developing a Measure of Community 

Well-Being Based on Perceptions of Impact in Various Life Domains. Social 

Indicators Research, 96(2): 295-311. 
Sjaastad L A (1962) The Costs and Returns of Human Migration. Journal of Political 

Economy, 70(5): 80-93. 

Skrondal A and Rabe-Hesketh S (2004) Generalized latent variable modeling: Multilevel, 
longitudinal, and structural equation models. Boca Raton, FL: Chapman & 

Hall/CRC. 



 

169 

Sloan M (2013) The post-move satisfaction of individuals moving within New Zealand. 

PhD dissertation, Victoria University of Wellington, Wellington, New Zealand. 

Smith K M (2011) The Relationship between Residential Satisfaction, Sense of Community, 
Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place in a Western Australian Urban Planned 

Community. PhD Thesis, Edith Cowan University. 

Smyth R, Mishra V and Qian X (2008) The Environment and Well-Being in Urban China. 

Ecological Economics, 68(1–2): 547-555. 
Snijders T A B (2005) Power and Sample Size in Multilevel Linear Models. In Everitt B S 

& Howell D C (eds.) Encyclopedia of Statistics in Behavioral Science, pp 1570-

1573. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons. 
Snijders T A B and Bosker R J (2012) Multilevel Analysis: An introduction to basic and 

advanced multilevel modeling (2nd Edition). London: Sage. 

Song J (2010) Moving Purchase and Sitting Purchase: Housing Reform and Transition to 

Homeownership in Beijing. Housing Studies, 25(6): 903-919. 
Spain D (1990) The Effect of Residential Mobility and Household Composition on Housing 

Quality. Urban Affairs Review, 25(4): 659-683. 

Speare A (1974) Residential satisfaction as an intervening variable in residential mobility. 
Demography, 11(2): 173-188. 

Stanley J K, Hensher D A, Stanley J R and Vella-Brodrick D (2011) Mobility, social 

exclusion and well-being: Exploring the links. Transportation Research Part A: 
Policy and Practice, 45(8): 789-801. 

Stapleton C M (1980) Reformulation of the family life-cycle concept: implications for 

residential mobility. Environment and Planning A, 12(10): 1103-1118. 

Steg L (2005) Car use: lust and must. Instrumental, symbolic and affective motives for car 
use. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 39(2–3): 147-162. 

Stipak B and Hensler C (1983) Effect of neighborhood racial and socioeconomic 

composition on urban residents' evaluations of their neighborhoods. Social 
Indicators Research, 12(3): 311-320. 

Stokols D, Novaco R W, Stokols J and Campbell J (1978) Traffic congestion, Type A 

behavior, and stress. Journal of Applied Psychology, 63(4): 467-480. 
Stokols D and Shumaker S A (1982) The Psychological Context of Residential Mobility and 

Weil-Being. Journal of Social Issues, 38(3): 149-171. 

Stokols D, Shumaker S A and Martinez J (1983) Residential mobility and personal well-

being. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 3(1): 5-19. 
Stradling S G, Anable J and Carreno M (2007) Performance, importance and user 

disgruntlement: A six-step method for measuring satisfaction with travel modes. 

Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 41(1): 98-106. 
Stutzer A and Frey B S (2008) Stress that Doesn't Pay: The Commuting Paradox. 

Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 110(2): 339-366. 

Sugiyama T and Thompson C W (2007) Outdoor environments, activity and the well-being 

of older people: conceptualising environmental support. Environment and Planning 
A, 39(8): 1943-1960. 

Suh E, Diener E and Fujita F (1996) Events and subjective well-being: Only recent events 

matter. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(5): 1091-1102. 
Suls J, Martin R and Wheeler L (2002) Social Comparison: Why, With Whom, and With 

What Effect? Current Directions in Psychological Science, 11(5): 159-163. 

Temelová J and Dvořáková N (2012) Residential satisfaction of elderly in the city centre: 
The case of revitalizing neighbourhoods in Prague. Cities, 29(5): 310-317. 



 

170 

Tinsley H E A, Tinsley D J and Croskeys C E (2002) Park Usage, Social Milieu, and 

Psychosocial Benefits of Park Use Reported by Older Urban Park Users from Four 

Ethnic Groups. Leisure Sciences, 24(2): 199-218. 
Ukoha O M and Beamish J O (1997) Assessment of residents' satisfaction with public 

housing in Abuja, Nigeria. Habitat International, 21(4): 445-460. 

Ullman J B and Bentler P M (2003) Structural equation modeling. In Schinka J A & Velicer 

W F (eds.) Handbook of psychology: Research methods in psychology, pp 607-634. 
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Inc. 

Västfjäll D, Friman M, Gärling T and Kleiner M (2002) The measurement of core affect: A 

Swedish self-report measure derived from the affect circumplex. Scandinavian 
Journal of Psychology, 43(1): 19-31. 

van den Berg A E, Maas J, Verheij R A and Groenewegen P P (2010) Green space as a buffer 

between stressful life events and health. Social Science & Medicine, 70(8): 1203-

1210. 
van der Vlist A J, Gorter C, Nijkamp P and Rietveld P (2002) Residential mobility and local 

housing-market differences. Environment and Planning A, 34(7): 1147-1164. 

van Ham M and Clark W A V (2009) Neighbourhood mobility in context: household moves 
and changing neighbourhoods in the Netherlands. Environment and Planning A, 

41(6): 1442-1459. 

van Kamp I, Leidelmeijer K, Marsman G and de Hollander A (2003) Urban environmental 
quality and human well-being: Towards a conceptual framework and demarcation of 

concepts; a literature study. Landscape and Urban Planning, 65(1–2): 5-18. 

van Praag B M S, Frijters P and Ferrer-i-Carbonell A (2003) The anatomy of subjective 

well-being. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 51(1): 29-49. 
Varady D P and Preiser W F E (1998) Scattered-site public housing and housing satisfaction. 

Journal of the American Planning Association, 64(2): 189. 

Varady D P and Walker C C (1999) Vouchering out Distressed Subsidized Developments: 
Does Moving Lead to Enhanced Feelings of Safety? Environment and Behavior, 

31(1): 3-27. 

--- (2000) Vouchering out distressed subsidized developments: Does moving lead to 
improvements in housing and neighborhood conditions? Housing Policy Debate, 

11(1): 115-162. 

Veenhoven R (1991) Is happiness relative? Social Indicators Research, 24(1): 1-34. 

Veenhoven R (2002) Why Social Policy Needs Subjective Indicators. Social Indicators 
Research, 58(1-3): 33-46. 

Vera-Toscano E and Ateca-Amestoy V (2008) The relevance of social interactions on 

housing satisfaction. Social Indicators Research, 86(2): 257-274. 
Wang D and Li S-M (2004) Housing preferences in a transitional housing system: the case 

of Beijing, China. Environment and Planning A, 36(1): 69-87. 

Wang D and Wang F (Under review) The Relationships between Residential Environment, 

Usage of Residential Environment and Residential Satisfaction: A Wellbeing 
Perspective. Housing Studies. 

Wang S Y (2011) State Misallocation and Housing Prices: Theory and Evidence from China. 

The American Economic Review, 101(5): 2081-2107. 
Wang Y and Murie A (1996) The Process of Commercialisation of Urban Housing in China. 

Urban Studies, 33(6): 971-989. 

Wang Y P and Murie A (2000) Social and Spatial Implications of Housing Reform in China. 
International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 24(2): 397-417. 



 

171 

Weidemann S and Anderson J (1985) A Conceptual Framework for Residential Satisfaction. 

In Altman I & Werner C (eds.) Home Environments, pp 153-182. Springer US. 

Weidemann S, Anderson J R, Butterfield D I and O'Donnell P M (1982) Residents' 
Perceptions of Satisfaction and Safety: A Basis for Change in Multifamily Housing. 

Environment and Behavior, 14(6): 695-724. 

Weisbrod G, Ben-Akiva M and Lerman S (1980) Tradeoffs in residential location decisions: 

Transportation vs. other factors. Transportation Policy and Decision Making, 1(1): 
13-26. 

Wener R, Evans G, Phillips D and Nadler N (2003) Running for the 7:45: The effects of 

public transit improvements on commuter stress. Transportation, 30(2): 203-220. 
Wernick J (2008) Building Happiness: architecture to make you smile. London: Black Dog. 

Westaway M S (2006) A longitudinal investigation of satisfaction with personal and 

environmental quality of life in an informal South African housing settlement, 

Doornkop, Soweto. Habitat International, 30(1): 175-189. 
Wheeler L, Reis H and Nezlek J B (1983) Loneliness, social interaction, and sex roles. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45(4): 943-953. 

White M P, Alcock I, Wheeler B W and Depledge M H (2013) Would You Be Happier 
Living in a Greener Urban Area? A Fixed-Effects Analysis of Panel Data. 

Psychological Science, 24(6): 920-928. 

Winstanley A N N, Thorns D C and Perkins H C (2002) Moving House, Creating Home: 
Exploring Residential Mobility. Housing Studies, 17(6): 813-832. 

Wolpert J (1965) Behavioral Aspects of The Decision to Migrate. Papers in Regional 

Science, 15(1): 159-169. 

Wu F (2002) Sociospatial differentiation in urban China: evidence from Shanghai's real 
estate markets. Environment and Planning A, 34(9): 1591-1615. 

Wu F (2004) Residential relocation under market-oriented redevelopment: the process and 

outcomes in urban China. Geoforum, 35(4): 453-470. 
Wu F and Phelps N A (2011) (Post)suburban development and state entrepreneurialism in 

Beijing's outer suburbs. Environment and Planning A, 43(2): 410-430. 

Wu W (2006) Migrant Intra-urban Residential Mobility in Urban China. Housing Studies, 
21(5): 745-765. 

Wu W, Zhang W and Dong G (2013) Determinant of residential location choice in a 

transitional housing market: Evidence based on micro survey from Beijing. Habitat 

International, 39: 16-24. 
Yang J (2006) Transportation Implications of Land Development in a Transitional Economy: 

Evidence from Housing Relocation in Beijing. Transportation Research Record: 

Journal of the Transportation Research Board, 1954(2): 7-14. 
Yang Y (2008) A Tale of Two Cities: Physical Form and Neighborhood Satisfaction in 

Metropolitan Portland and Charlotte. Journal of the American Planning Association, 

74(3): 307-323. 

Zegras C (2010) The Built Environment and Motor Vehicle Ownership and Use: Evidence 
from Santiago de Chile. Urban Studies, 47(8): 1793-1817. 

Zhao P (2010) Sustainable urban expansion and transportation in a growing megacity: 

Consequences of urban sprawl for mobility on the urban fringe of Beijing. Habitat 
International, 34(2): 236-243. 

Zhao P, Lü B and de Roo G (2010) Urban expansion and transportation: the impact of urban 

form on commuting patterns on the city fringe of Beijing. Environment and 
Planning A, 42(10): 2467-2486. 



 

172 

Ziegler F and Schwanen T (2011) ‘I like to go out to be energised by different people’: An 

exploratory analysis of mobility and wellbeing in later life. Ageing & Society, 

31(05): 758-781. 
Ziegler J A and Britton C R (1981) A Comparative Analysis of Socioeconomic Variations in 

Measuring the Quality of Life. Social Science Quarterly, 62(2): 303-312. 

 



 

173 

CURRICULUM VITAE 

 

 

Academic qualifications of the thesis author, Mr. WANG Fenglong, David: 

 

 Received the degree of Bachelor of Science from Sun Yat-sen University, July 2009. 

 

 Received the degree of Master of Science from Sun Yat-sen University, July 2011. 

 

February 2015 


